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Preface

Measuring Up: Assessment Issues for Teachers, Counselors, and
Administrators was created especially for K-12 educators. Testing and
assessment and their use in education, accountability, and educational
reform are not new issues to educators, but the associated pressures
and politics surrounding those issues are escalating, not diminishing.
Educators are being called upon to clearly establish their effectiveness.
Employers, disappointed with the products of the educational system,
are demanding more performance and higher skills. The public expects
schools to document that they are delivering quality programs to all
students.

Tests are routinely called upon to provide the necessary
information to address those expectations. In fact, the passing the recent
landmark national legislation on education and testing, referred to as
the No Child Left Behind Act, is intensifying pressure on the educational
community to use tests in the documentation of student progress and
establishment of school quality and productivity. Similarly, students
are expected to show adequate progress and the assimilation of skills
through tests and other assessments. Along with this increase in pressure
is the general concern, being voiced ever so loudly, over acceptable
and responsible test use, the negative and counterproductive effects of
testing and standards on the behavior of students and teachers, and the
potential of over-reliance on tests for accountability with a disregard
for the special and individual attributes of children. So far the opposing
forces have made little meaningful noise in the dialogue. Once the
consequences of the testing programs become clear, the quiet will
dissipate to make room for criticism, consternation, and legal actions.

Despite the vibrations of a backlash, a recent survey indicates
broad public support for the standards movement and associated
assessments. Among the findings from a survey of students parents,
and teachers include:

o Even as students nationwide face more testing and higher
hurdles for promotion and graduation, very few seem
apprehensive about school or unnerved by what is currently
being asked of them.

o Even as standards are being raised nationwide, many students
say they could work harder in school, and many classmates
often get diplomas without having learned what was
expected.

o Broad agreement exists that local schools are moving in the
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right direction on standards, and that testing has genuine
benefits. No evidence points to a broad backlash against
higher academic standards among any of the groups
surveyed.

* Employers and professors still say that too many of today’s
high school graduates lack basic skills, although both groups
continue to give young people high marks on computer
skills.

Education Week, March 6, 2002, Public Agenda, Reality
Check 2002.

The reported backlash is apparently, at least at this point, feeble
and ineffectual. Given the importance and pivotal role of assessment in
the practice of education, it is surprising that only 14 states require
competence in assessment for teacher certification and only three require
it to become a principal. Generally, assessment concepts are not given
a high priority in the components and requirements of educator
preparation programs. It is difficult to fathom that educator preparation
programs are not more responsive to the needs of their clients. ‘

Assessment and testing will not go away no matter how
passionately one wishes it to because tests are inextricably intertwined
with accountability and the implementation of high standards intimately
associated with education reform. Since assessment will continue to
play a prominent role in shaping the practices of educators and in the
lives of students and parents, it is incumbent upon educators to
understand testing concepts, how tests should and should not be used,
how test results should be used and interpreted, and the issues related
to conditions and situations in which tests are used and with whom
they are used.

Measuring Up: Assessment Issues for Teachers, Counselors,
and Administrators attempts to promote improved understanding of
assessment concepts by addressing the broad expanse of issues facing
educators as they go about their duties and fulfill their responsibilities
in schools and classrooms. |

This book can be used as the primary textbook in educational
assessment classes or as a supplement to more technical course in
assessment in educator preparation programs. Educators can also use
the book as a self-help resource to learn about basic concepts and special
challenges in educational assessment and testing. This book could also
help school board members and state legislators better understand the
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complexities of assessment issues in education. In any case, the chapters
in this book address some of the “hot button” issues related to testing
and assessment in our nation’s schools, as well as providing a basic
understanding of testing concepts. The chapters are non-technical and
issue oriented.

Our Authors

The strength and effectiveness of this book emanates from the
chapter authors. Readers of this volume are indeed fortunate that so
many capable and talented assessment professionals have contributed
to this compendium. Reviewing the brief biographies presented in the
next section quickly demonstrates that the authors have extensive
experience in dealing with assessment on both practical and theoretical
levels. As a group they represent hundreds of years of work in
researchlng assessment topics and/or applying good testing practices
in their work setting. Authors include university professors, researchers,
school and school district testing professionals, individuals in private
practice, test developers, individuals associated with test preparation
companies, government representatives, and representatives of
professional associations. They write about topics as diverse as early
childhood assessment through college course placement and admission,
from individual test taker rights to large-scale national assessment
programs, and from using assessment with special populations to
envisioning the future of assessment. We, as editors, are grateful for
their willingness to share their expertise in this book and are humbled
by their contributions. Itis clear that the authors have made purposeful
and methodical efforts to convey the information in a clear,
understandable, and comprehensive way. We are immensely excited,
honored, and proud to include their contributions and hope that the
authors are equally pleased to be associated with this compendium and
the contributions of their colleagues.

Organization

The book is organized as follows:
A. The Basics of Testing
B. Assessment Issues for Special Populations and Audiences
C. Special Topics and Issues in Assessment
D. Musing Philosophical and Looking Toward the Future .
E. Resources on Assessment

16
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As part of the resource section, a special CD is enclosed as a
supplement to this book. Itincludes a comprehensive set of professional
ethics statements and standards and major publications on testing
concepts and test use.

Section A: The Basics of Testing

This section provides a grounding or refresher in basic testing
concepts in a non-technical way. Fremer and Wall outline the reasons
assessments are used in the education community motivated by the
many information needs that can be satisfied by tests.

Vansickle addresses the various types of tests that can be useful
to the education community and the information that can be gained
from them while McDivitt and Gibson provide guidelines for selecting
tests appropriate to the needs of the student population and requirements
of the school. Harris highlights important concepts involved in
understanding, reporting, and interpreting various types of test scores.
Concluding the first section, Schafer outlines aspects important to test
taker rights and responsibilities.

The format for the first section closely parallels the new Code of
Fair Testing Practices in Education (JCTP, 2002). This publication,
based upon a more technical work, Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing (American Educational Research Association,
American Psychological Association, National Council on Measurement
in Education, 1999), provides guidelines for educators and test
developers as they make decisions about tests and assessments as they
are developed and selected for use in the school setting. The Code
attempts to provide testing guidelines in user-friendly language that
can be understood easily by educators, parents, and test takers. The
Code specifies those guidelines for two audiences — test developers
and test users and it can be found in its entirety on the supplementary
CD.

Section B: Assessment Issues for Special Populations
and Audiences

The second section of the book deals with testing fairness, test
bias, and the assessment of specific populations of students including
students with disabilities, students from various cultural backgrounds,
and specific needs of various audiences such as young children and the
college bound.

i7
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Helms opens this section with a discourse on fair and valid uses
of assessment in the K-12 environment. Ellis and Raju provide a
definition of test bias and mechanisms for its detection and elimination.
Hartmann, McDaniel, and Whetzel offer a comprehensive summary
of group level results when looking at test result outcomes by race,
gender, and ethnic group on assessment of interests and cognitive ability.
By way of expanding on the concept of assessment differences,
Lundberg and Kirk caution educators to consider the variety of issues
involved in using and interpreting assessment results in view of our
increasingly diverse, multicultural society. Goldsmith describes the
variety of considerations and cautions relating to the translation of tests
from one language to another, while Geisinger discusses the special
assessment concepts that must be considered for students with limited
English proficiency, an increasingly important issue given the increase
in diversity in the school population.

" Asitrelates to students with disabilities, Thurlow and Thompson
discuss the broad issue of including special needs students in state and
district large-scale assessment programs while Elliott describes the
conditions and challenges of assessing special needs students from a
practitioner point of view. In these chapters, the use of test
accommodations and modifications are addressed within the context
of assuring educational progress toward standards for all students.

Hansen and Conion offer comprehensive information in two
areas: clinical assessment and counseling assessment. They review
the various issues involved in working with students with mental health,
behavioral, and counseling issues and offer assessment instruments that
could be of assistance to educators.

Cashwell and Watts continue the theme of assisting students
with academic, behavioral, and/or emotional problems through data
collection techniques involving the family and other than family
relationships. Juhnke and Hagedorn provide a specific tool that
educators can use to determine the severity of alcohol and other drug
abuse and the problems that can result. Possible interventions can be
identified by scoring the instrument according to a suggested rubric.
Tackling the issue of test anxiety, Goonan provides descriptions,
outcomes, and interventions that can be implemented to help students
perform their best on educational assessments, especially those with
important, high-stakes outcomes.

Assessment of very young children is the topic of Guddemi’s
chapter. She outlines the special nature of assessment for children in
the very early grades and the variety of ways that educators can assess
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children’s learning progress.

Noble and Camera reflect on various issues relating to the use
of tests for college entrance to include the use of multiple factors in the
college admissions process. They raise issues about the recent call by
some educators to use statewide achievement tests for college
admissions. Continuing with the theme of assessment in preparation
for higher education, Noble, Scheil, and Sawyer describe the important
issues involved in testing in one specialized area: college course
placement. They discuss the need for students to have access to
assessments that place them appropriately in remedial, regular, and
honors courses. They close by outlining some technical issues related
to course placement, and the availability and evaluation of course
placement systems.

This section is completed by Laurence who discusses a program
that has the dual purpose of assisting students with career exploration
and assisting the military in identifying youth with the aptitudinal
qualities necessary for selection into the military.

Section C: Special Topics and Issues in Assessment

Testing and assessment has a long history of involvement in the
educational process. Through various educational reform movements,
testing has played a key role. As a result, tests and assessment are
replete with side issues, challenges, and pressures. Topics including
ethics, test preparation, cheating, the qualifications of test users, proper
test use, and reporting test information to particular audiences are
noteworthy issues discussed in this section.

Kean opens this section by discussing accountability and the role
that politics plays in educational reform and assessment. Behuniak
expands on educational reform issues by discussing the historical
progress of school accountability and the changing emphasis on
achievement testing. He provides advice to educators in conducting
useful and constructive testing situations. :

Nellor Wickwire admonishes educators to be cognizant of the
various ethics statements, codes and guidelines of professional
organizations with respect to assessment practices. This chapter is
followed by Cizek’s account of cheating on tests and what might be
done to prevent inappropriate behavior and practices. Perlman tackles
the issue of ethical test preparation practices by educators from a school
district and practitioner’s perspective, while Rubenstein outlines issues
surrounding test preparation courses and their effectiveness.
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Camera discusses the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing by extracting those portions of the standards that
are pertinent to good testing practices by educators and offering those
standards as an important framework for test evaluation, proper use of
tests results, and the testing process as a whole.

As educators become more involved in test development of high
stakes tests, McDivitt outlines issues involved in working with
educators to construct tests that meet particular standards and objectives.
She specifies the kinds of skills needed by educators to create solid
tests that measure what is desired. Though her chapter focuses on larger-
scale assessment programs, the guidelines offered are useful for
classroom assessment as well. The theme of improving educator skills
is further expanded by Elmore and Ekstrom who address specific
assessment competencies expected of counselors. Clawsen and
Schweiger deal with the issues of fair access to tests by school
personnel, basing their comments on the needed competencies of test
users.

Several authors address the issue of using assessment information
in support of instruction and the curriculum. Arter addresses the
~ important tie between assessment and classroom learning. She makes
a distinction between assessment of learning (summative evaluation)
and assessment for learning (formative evaluation). Krug supports
the use of tests as an objective verification of the learning process and
attainment of educational standards indicating that without tests we
can only presume learning occurs. Perlman specifically address the
concepts and issues surrounding performance assessment, the scoring
rubrics surrounding this type of test, and the utility of this assessment
technique for determining student attainment of skills. Carlson ponders
the relationship of assessment and grading and suggests various
techniques that can be utilized by educators in the evaluation of student
progress. The chapter prepared by Erford and Moore-Thomas
suggests that program and outcomes evaluations are additional and
alternative ways in which educators can determine program quality
and accountability.

Gibson writes of the importance of working with students and
parents in helping them understand their test results and what the results
mean to them on a personal level. She claims that interpreting test results
can be thought of as part of the educational intervention process. Erford
and Moore-Thomas discuss what parents want to know and should
know about testing while Roeber takes a broader view by outlining the
importance of reporting test results to the variety of target audiences
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including students, parents, school boards, teachers, and the general
public, why it is important to attended to the needs of each of these
stakeholder groups, and how it could be done.

Focusing on the theme of assessment in for the world of work,
Harrington and Feller engage in a discourse on the use of various
assessments in promoting career development by youth. They discuss
the place of interest and cognitive assessment in career exploration,
computerized career development systems, and the use of videos.
Following on that theme, Lewis and Rivkin discuss the use of three
new assessment instruments that have been created for use in career
exploration and workforce development. These instruments have been
designed to promote whole person assessment and involve interests,
abilities and workplace values. Hansen and Sullivan tackle the issue
of workplace stress in education occupations, its causes, and instruments
that can assist in identifying it. Identifying the causes of stress can
suggest procedures and practices to alleviate or cope with the stressful
conditions.

Section D: Musing -Philosophical and Looking
~ Toward the Future

Harris opens this section by discussing the future of educational
assessment, its promises and criticisms, through the specification of
the critical role that test publishers will play in educational reform and
school accountability. His chapter highlights many of the “hot button”
issues in educational assessment, including high-stakes testing,
standards-based reform, closing the achievement gap among groups of
students, and the use of new technologies in testing. Hansen ponders
the future of assessment in the education and counseling settings from
the broad brush and philosophical perspective, while Elman provides
a vision on similar issues from the school district and practitioner
perspective. Recognizing the increased use of technology in educational
assessment, Wall offers an overview of issues related to technology-
delivered assessment and provides guidelines to educators on using
technology in appropriate ways to enhance the testing/learning process.
Describing one of the most important uses of technology, Sireci provides
a primer on computer adaptive testing issues and its utility in educational
testing. Using computer adaptive testing is a growing trend in
educational measurement. Remaining with the theme of technology
Ciavarelli outlines critical issues related to the accessibility and
assessment of the quality of online learning, a practice that is growing

<1



Xix

in popularity even in K-12 education.

Moore-Thomas and Erford suggest frequent and focused needs
assessment in judging educational programs. They propose that
educators can use needs assessment techniques to help plan school
improvement initiatives based on data collected from students and other
stakeholders. Wise reviews the specifics of the National Assessment
of Educational Progress (NAEP) and how that information can assist
educators in school and curriculum improvements. He describes the
various NAEP programs, the contributions that NAEP has made in
testing activities and curriculum frameworks, and describes some future
modifications and additions to the program that will influence how
NAEP could be called upon to document educational gains.

Section E: Resources on Assessment

Because of the importance of testing and assessment in the lives
of educators, they must be dogged in the pursuit of new information on
testing issues and continuing professional development. This next
section provides some practical and useful resources that can help
educators take responsibility for their own education in areas relating
to educational assessment. .

Frumkin discusses the work of the Joint Committee on Testing
Practices (JCTP) in creating materials for the education community to
assist in the understanding of testing concepts and in promoting
appropriate testing practices. Most of the materials produced by this
group are available at no or low cost. The JCTP is a group with
membership of various professional associations with an interest in
proper test understanding and use. Wall documents a collection of
various websites with information that includes policy statements,
primers, white papers, standards, guidelines, and general descriptive
information on tests and assessments. The websites include professional
associations, test publishers, general organizations, groups, and services,
and selected federal resources.

Supplementary CD-ROM

A unique contribution to this book is the supplementary CD,
Measuring Up: An Anthology of Assessment Resources. The CD
includes nearly 100 documents that provide information and guidance
on testing issues. Among the documents are various testing guidelines
such as the Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education, ethics
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statements such as those from the National Council on Measurement
in Education, and documents such as those on the use of tests and
assessments in career development produced by the US Departments
of Labor and Education. White papers, guidelines, primers, and position
statement from a variety of organizations and individuals are included
for use by the reader.

The CD was developed as a data base and is searchable by topic
and author. Most of the resources are referenced by the authors, but
some are not. It is probable that the Anthology will continue to be
developed with new editions offered as justified by the number of new
resources added.

Our Invitation

We invite you to read the perspectives on testing and assessment
provided in this book. Itis a treasure trove of ideas, points of view, and
reflections on what assessment is and can be. The contents can serve
to educate and provide the basis for discussion and debate. What matters
most to us is that those closest to the educational process—teachers,
counselors and administrators—understand the various facets involved
in educational assessment so that they can better serve the mission before
them — to provide an outstanding educational program to all students
so that they may excel in life and contribute to society in meaningful
and productive ways.

Janet Wall and Garry Walz
January 2003

AL
Co



Introduction

When editors Janet Wall and Garry Walz invited NBCC to be
part of a project which would culminate in a book on assessment, we
were interested. Then, when we saw the outline and author list, there
was no doubt that we wanted to be part of this comprehensive approach
to testing in education and counseling.

This edited work of original manuscripts has melded the current
thinking of testing into a well-planned array of topics. Moreover, those
topics are discussed, explained, and elaborated upon by experts who
live the issues and have so much to offer us from their knowledge and
experience.

Testing Basics as a book section walks a novice or professional
through the process of testing. From discussion of reasons to use a test
through selection and administration, the user will understand beneficial
reasons, appropriate use and, finally, information on reporting,
interpreting and informing the test taker and other stakeholders.

Special Audiences have become a major concern of the testing
industry. Design of testing to help identify special needs or distinguish
within specialized populations is a broad task to write about. Here we
find over twenty chapters devoted to special audiences that are crafted
by professionals who are uniquely qualified to speak to us on so many
topics.

Special Issues have been arising for decades. Though the breadth
is great, again our editors have selected another impressive set of authors
who give us current information about very pressing issues of testing.
From accountability to computers in testing, the authors fill the pages
with today’s information.

And tomorrow? Looking Forward allows us prediction on what
to expect, what to ask for and what to do with the changes we see. By
the end of this section, we should feel grounding in testing, its uses and
its issues.

However, the editors didn’t stop. They supply us with resources
that are simply unparalleled to date. If the appendix is not enough, the
CD included with the book is an expansive volume of materials not
included in this printed edition. The thoroughness of the edited topics
is matched by this one-of-a-kind CD appendix.

NBCC involves itself in projects that promote the profession and
continue the education of our 34,000 National Certified Counselors
(calculated spring 2003). We continue to advocate for counselors in
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issues of practice, legislation and education. Since 1996, NBCC has
housed the National Fair Access Coalition on Testing (FACT) and has
been its primary sponsor. FACT represents over half a million testing
practitioners in over twenty professional associations. NBCC'’s intricate
association with the practice of testing, the use of testing, and
development of more than ten credentialing examinations has positioned
it as a leader in testing. We test counselors, and we advocate for the
rights of counselors and other professionals to use tests.

NBCC salutes Janet Wall and Garry Walz for their insight. The
vision to create this book, the knowledge of what it should hold for us,
and the intricate web of professionals to speak to us on to many topics.

Thomas W. Clawson, Ed.D., NCC

Executive Director, National Board for Certified Counselors, Inc.
and Affiliates
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J] Chapter 1
Why Use Tests and Assessments?

/1 Questions and Answers
John Fremer & Janet E. Wall

—

The terms assessment, measurement, and testing will be used
heavily in this book. Although the terms are often used interchangeably,
there are some distinctions between them. Testing, generally considered
to be the most narrow or specific of the terms, tends to refer to a set of
questions that has been compiled to measure a specific concept such as
achievement or aptitude. Assessment is broader in scope; it encompasses
testing, but can also include measurement via observations, interviews,
checklists, and other data gathering instruments. The term assessment
is used more often in the clinical setting or for determining preferences,
interests, and personality types. The term measurement generally refers
to the attempt at quantifying the results of tests and assessments. This
chapter will outline the purpose of testing and assessment, focus on
uses, and highlight some of the limitations of all forms of testing.

The concept of testing is one of the major contributions of the
field of psychology to society. Carefully developed tests, when used
wisely, provide valuable information for decision makers in educational,
employment, and clinical settings. It is because of their often-
demonstrated utility that tests and other standardized assessments are
so widely used in educational settings. In order to gain the potential
benefits that tests offer, it is essential to be aware of their strengths and
their limitations. In this chapter, we review these key aspects of high-
quality testing:

° What is a test or assessment?
° What are the major uses of tests?
> What are the key benefits of systematic, high- quahty testing?
° What are the frequent criticisms of testing?
° How can we promote high-quality testing?

What Is a Standardized Test or Assessment?

During the medieval period in Europe, skilled craftsmen who were
members of a guild carried with them symbols of their trade. We do not
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have many examples of that practice now, but the stethoscope around a
doctor’s neck, the chalk in the hands of a teacher, or the tool belt of a
carpenter or telephone line worker all bring to mind that person’s line
of work. What might a tester carry to signal his or her professional
role? It could be a copy of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills or the Florida
Comprehensive Assessment (FCAT). Perhaps the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI) or the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory
(MMPI). What about a driver’s test or a military entrance exam? Yet
other options could be an SAT-I, advanced placement test, or a copy of
an ACT Assessment.

Basically, testing is a special way of collecting information used
to help make decisions about individuals, programs, or institutions.
Tests and assessments are generally made up of items or questions that
elicit responses from an individual. It is important to note that merely
administering some set of questions or performance tasks is only one
part of the testing process. If the tests are never scored and the results
never used, we have done only part of what is needed. Yet there are
instances ranging from the individual classroom level to nationwide
assessment where tests are given and little use is ever made of the
information. In order for actual measurement to take place as part of
testing, one or more of the following steps must take place:

* An individual or group must receive a score along with
some guide to interpreting that score.

 The individual or group must be ranked against others who
have been tested.

e The individual or group must be classified into some
meaningful category; for example, “gifted,” “shows some
evidence of obsessive behavior,” “merits a personal
interview,” or “needs further evaluation.”

e The performance of the individual or group must be
compared against some explicit standard.

Most instances of testing very clearly meet one or more of these
criteria: An individual who takes a required test receives a score on a
well-defined scale and also receives a good deal of comparison
information and an interpretive guide. In other instances the situation
is not so straightforward. For example, a teacher asks the class to answer
a set of questions and to send in electronic or paper responses. The
teacher reads all the responses and makes a judgment as to how well
the group as a whole has learned the material covered by the questions.
Has measurement taken place? Yes, for the class as a unit, but no for
the individuals, if the teacher has not classified their responses in any
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way. In real life, of course, the teacher may recall the specific responses
of some students and either confirm or change his or her perception of
their level of understanding. For that subset of students the testing
process has actually led to measurement. The issue, “What is
measurement?” is reviewed by Jones (1971), who notes that although
“unanimity concerning the meaning of measurement may appear
unlikely . . . each measurement is purposive . . . and the purpose is
always . . . to acquire information” (p. 335).

What Are the Major Uses of Tests?

We have maintained that the basic purpose of tests is to provide
information for decision makers. In the last section we made the case
that the process must also include assigning a score, rank, or
classification of some type. We now want to describe five major uses
of test results, as follows:

e selection or placement

 diagnosis

e accountability evaluations

° judging progress and following trends
self-discovery

o

Selection or Placement

The use of tests to help select individuals for admissions to an
institution or special program is so widespread that it is perhaps best
described as a standard feature of U.S. society. Entrance examinations
are used as early as entrance into kindergarten and with increased
frequency as the student moves up the grades and into college and a
profession. Usually test information is combined with grades to make
decisions; tests are also frequently used at the college level to grant
exemption from or credit for college courses taken while a student is
still attending high school (Willingham, Lewis, Morgan, & Ramist,
1990). A
When using a test to help make selection or placement decisions,
it is essential that the decisions made be of higher quality when the
tests are used than when they are not. If students are being accepted for
admission to a college, for example, the group that is admitted should
perform better than the group that would have been chosen without the
use of tests.

How might we determine whether tests had improved our process
for selecting college students? We could look at overall grade point
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average, grades in specific courses, record of successful completion of
the freshman year, or persistence to graduation of the students who
were admitted. Each of these criteria has been employed to evaluate
the value of college admissions tests. Most often, though, it is freshman
grade point average (FGPA) that is employed in studies of the value of
the SAT I and SAT II and of the ACT Assessment. FGPA is routinely
determined by virtually all colleges, so it is an easy bit of criterion
information to obtain. The results from many thousands of studies of
the value of college admissions have yielded consistent results. For
most colleges, high school grades are the best predictor of college grades
(Donlon, 1984). For many colleges, though, admissions test scores are
the best single predictors. The most common practice is to use both test
scores and high school grades. Increasingly, colleges are looking at all
available information about students, including recommendations,
personal essays, past accomplishments, community service record, and
other evidence of a student’s potential for college achievement and for
subsequent contributions to society. In a classic work on this topic,
Willingham & Breland (1982) point out that although “some personal
qualities are related to success, some have intrinsic merit in their own
right and some are demonstrably related to important institutional
objectives” (p. 3).

Whereas a great deal of study has been devoted to evaluating the
strengths and limitations of college admissions tests, much less attention
has been given to other uses for tests in educational selection and
placement settings. It is very common for one or more tests to be used
to select students for gifted and talented or special education programs.
Ideally the managers of such programs would first define the student
characteristics that each program is designed to nurture and develop.
Then they would develop selection procedures to choose the most
appropriate students for the program. Some combination of prior
academic work, teacher recommendations, and test results will typically
be most effective in the selection process. Whatever approach is used,
the results should be carefully evaluated to make sure that all the
information used is having the desired contribution to picking the group
of students for whom the program will be most effective.

Diagnosis

Tests are also used extensively to evaluate students’ special needs.
Test results help educators, counselors, and other professionals plan
individualized education programs for students or point out specific
misconceptions or problem areas that are hindering progress. Often
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tests help determine the need for counseling services, especially when
students are experiencing high personal stress or engaging in substance
abuse or other harmful and dangerous behaviors. The home and
workplace are other contexts where physical and psychological
problems occur for which tests are often part of the solution.

Some of the tests used in diagnostic settings in education measure
basic academic skills and knowledge. Has a child mastered basic
linguistic and mathematical content? If not, what are the child’s areas
of strength and weakness? Often a classroom teacher will ask for special
diagnostic testing for a child who is not keeping up with other students
or not responding to the teaching methods being employed. The goal
of diagnostic educational testing of this type is to add information that
can be used to plan the child’s future educational program. The closer
the test content is to the skills that are the goals for instruction, the
more useful the results will be to those doing such planning. Another
consideration in evaluating the results of diagnostic educational tests
is the extent to which parents and other family members can readily
understand the test results.

In addition to skills-oriented diagnostic educational tests, trained
professionals frequently use a number of other tests, surveys, and
inventories in educational and employment settings. Successful
performance in school, work, or other settings is not merely a question
of having the necessary skills. Grief, anxiety, anger, and other
debilitating states of mind can have strong effects on children and adults
of all ages and in many different life situations. Tests and related tools
can help focus attention on the nature and extent of the difficulty that is
interfering with the individual’s ability to perform effectively.

The interpretation of nonacademic tests requires specialized
training in areas such as counseling, school psychology, or clinical
psychology. The trained professional takes into account many factors
of a person’s situation in order to evaluate test results in a proper context
and to make useful recommendations (Bracken, 1991).

Accountability Evaluations

Some testing in education is carried out for the express purpose
of holding students, educators, and schools accountable for their
performance. Such testing programs set explicit standards and require
adherence to these standards, often with some form of reward for those
who achieve them and sanctions for those who do not. For students, a
requirement to attend summer school is one possible consequence of
failing to meet a grade promotion standard. Retention in the current

5 6 Why Use Tests



8

grade or failure to graduate from high school are other possible results
of failing to meet the standard.

For teachers, a possible positive outcome is a cash bonus based
on high student performance. A possible negative consequence for a
school or school system is loss of autonomy, a takeover by a higher
administrative unit. In each instance, the goal is to ensure adequate and
predefined levels of student performance, as measured by a particular
set of tests designed or selected for that purpose. A basic assumption
of accountability testing programs is that the identification of
performance targets, with testing and consequences for results, will
lead to more focused instruction and higher performance.

A major milestone in the growth of accountability testing programs
occurred in 2002, when Congress passed the No Child Left Behind
(NCLB) act. This legislation requires regular accountability testing as
a prerequisite for receiving federal funds. The legislation puts pressure
on states to identify poorly performing schools and seek remedies to
the situation. The legislation requires testing of higher-order skills and
the alignment of assessment to state standards.

Advocates of this dramatic expansion characterize it as an essential
step in obtaining systematic information on the effectiveness of
educational programs for all students. Critics of the new federal
requirement for testing object to what they characterize as a one-size-
fits-all overemphasis on testing of basics to the detriment of other
important aspects of school programs.

All a testing program can do is collect information and summarize
it for those who can use it. In order to evaluate the merits of arguments
for and against educational accountability testing programs of various
types, one needs to ask incisive questions about the purposes,
procedures, and outcomes of these programs: What information is being
collected and at what stage in a child’s education or a school’s program?
Is there a good match between what is being taught and what is being
tested? Is understandable information being provided to appropriate
people, including students and parents, in a timely fashion?

When an accountability program is soundly designed and
executed, it can be a valuable component of the educational process. In
many ways such a regular checkup on the effectiveness of an educational
program is as valuable as the health exams that we seek periodically
and the independent financial audits that companies should receive
regularly. In every instance we want to see the proper tests employed,
but the real payoff comes from skilled interpretation and proper follow-
up based on the results.

Why Use Tests
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Judging Progress and Following Trends

In addition to providing information about the group that is
currently being tested, an ongoing testing program permits comparisons
over time. An important example in American education is the National
Assessment of Educational Progress. The word progress in the official
name of this program is no accident. The intention of American
educators is to ensure that students develop their skills as they proceed
through school and that improvement from year to year occurs in the
overall performance of students and schools. Testing provides a way of
describing the current status of education and of tracking trends over
time. _

One of the significant developments in testing during the later
years of the twentieth century was the increase in public attention to
the results of international studies of education. These cross-national
projects have tended to focus on basic subjects such as reading or
language arts and mathematics. There have been significant
controversies within the United States as to what the results tell us. It
seems quite clear, though, that our students are a far step from being
“first in the world in mathematics and science,” a national educational
goal for the year 2000. Part of the difficulty in evaluating cross-national
comparisons is that the vast majority of our elementary and secondary
students remain in school until at least age 16. In many countries, most
students end their formal education before that time. Very different
results are found if we compare the mathematics performance of all
our high school students, versus only those in advanced placement
mathematics courses, with the performance of students from other
countries. The outcomes could be called either very worrisome or
exemplary, depending on the U.S. comparison group.

As with any type of trend data, the real benefits accrue as data are
collected over several years. Longitudinal data allow us to answer
questions such as, Are we doing a better job now than we were the last
time we checked? How well are we meeting the needs of the many
subgroups that make up our society? Part of the substantial value of
well-crafted standardized tests is that they can help us answer questions
of this type (Ekstrom & Smith, 2002; Willingham & Cole, 1997; Zwick,
2002). Progress on the individual student level is critical as well. School
educators and parents expect to see students making yearly progress
due to the provision of an excellent education program offered at the
schools.
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Self-Discovery

There are many important aspects of people beyond the domains
of skills and competencies. It should not be surprising, then, that there
are a wide variety of tests in areas such as attitudes, motivation,
personality, and other psychological characteristics. With the assistance
of a trained testing professional—such as a counselor, psychologist,
social worker, or member of some other relevant helping profession—
individuals can gain information to help them make more informed
career and life decisions as well as deal with troublesome life
circumstances. We need only scan the tables of contents of general
interest magazines or browse the Internet to find tests that purport to
help us find a mate, choose an ideal line of work, or achieve a deeper
understanding of “who we really are.” Since these tests may not meet
high professional standards, they should not be taken too seriously.
They may indeed help us reflect on aspects of who we are and how we
view the world. If we are facing critical decisions, though, or dealing

‘with some problem that is interfering with our relationships, work, or

ability to lead the life we want to live, a test alone is not likely to meet.
our needs. A skilled professional can combine test results with other
information about us and our situation, and work with us to help us
improve our quality of life.

When evaluating the results of tests that are designed to help
someone gain self-understanding, it is important to take into account

‘the issues of honesty and consistency. Turning first to honesty, keep in

mind that the test outcomes will depend in good part on how accurately
the person describes himself or herself. If one always chooses the answer
that describes an ideal person’s choice, rather than one’s own, there is
no reason to expect an accurate result and interpretation. If someone
responds as though he or she never had a selfish thought in their life,
and would always choose to visit a sick friend over meeting a favorite
athlete, singer, or movie star, don’t be surprised if the resulting profile
seems a lot nobler than the person really is.

It is also important to consider whether the results from testing
are consistent with other available information. This is especially
important when making important life decisions. Weigh the results of
testing along with the many other pieces of information already
available. Be open to new insights, surely, but wonder and seek advice
about any guidance that seems contradictory to everything else known.
For a true “city” person with little interest in the natural world, perhaps
a job as a forest ranger or a gardener may not be as ideal as for someone
who finds cities a noisy irritant to life.

Why Use Tests
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What Are the Key Benefits of Systematic,
High-Quality Testing?

Given that decision makers are seeking information to help them
make decisions of the type we reviewed in the last section, what are the
benefits of using the results of high-quality testing? We will discuss
each of these valuable qualities:

* objective results

* cost-effectiveness

e technical quality and standards
* fairness

* evolutionary improvement

Objective Results
High-quality testing produces objective results, that is to say results
that are consistent from occasion to occasion. This outcome is very
clear when you use multiple-choice or other machine scored tests. You
can score a test twice and get the same result. High levels of objectivity
can also be obtained with assessment exercises that require professional
scoring. It is essential to use exercises that well-trained and monitored
scorers can grade with the necessary level of consistency, but this is a
challenging, albeit attainable, goal. Whatever the type of test to be
developed and used, issues such as the following need to be carefully
addressed:
° What is the purpose of the test, and how will the results be
used?
° What are the characteristics of the people who will take the
test?
* What areas of content and skill will be measured?
* What scoring rules will be followed and how will accuracy
be checked?

Cost-Effectiveness .

High-quality tests are among the most cost-effective means
available to obtain high-quality information. To obtain consistent
measures of a student’s or worker’s performance outside of a specially
designated testing situation requires several observations and two or
more judges or observers. Such observations in real-life situations
frequently involve 10 to 100 times the cost to achieve the same level of
exactitude as a standardized test.

6 @ Why Use Tests
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Technical Quality and Standards

The growth of the standardized movement in the United States
has been accompanied by the development and refinement of
professional standards for testing. Major testing companies and
professional associations whose members make frequent use of tests
have endorsed the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing
(AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) as well as the Code of Fair Testing
Practices in Education (Joint Committee on Testing Practices, 2002).
Users of test results need to ascertain whether the tests being reported
have been prepared in accordance with these standards. If so, it is
possible to place considerable confidence in the technical quality of
the results.

Fairness

Test makers strive to develop tests that primarily reflect the skill,
knowledge, or other characteristics the test is intended to measure. If
individuals or groups differ with respect to what is being measured,
then test results should reveal those differences. Unfairness occurs, for
example, when factors extraneous to the skill being evaluated have a
significant influence on test scores. A test of mathematical skill that
uses complex language or sets problems in contexts unfamiliar to test
takers would not be a fair measure of this particular skill. Helms (1997)
looks at the interaction of race, culture, and social class in cognitive
ability testing and concludes that advisories should be included when
reporting test scores of test takers with experiences and backgrounds
different from advantaged students.

It is important to note that a fair test result, in the sense that it
accurately portrays the competence of an individual or group, may well
be perceived as unfair. For example, a parent who very much wants to
see his or her child admitted to a highly selective program, school, or
college will tend to reject any indicator that does not contribute to this
objective (Zwick 2002).

Evolutionary Improvement

One of the great strengths of standardized testing as it is typically
carried out in the United States by professional test developers is that
the basic approaches employed support evolutionary improvement in
the quality of the tests. Whereas we may say that we are going to review
our work at the close of any important project in our work or home life,
all too often we move on to the next task without systematically re-
examining the extent to which we attained our goals. Life seems to
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bring us one string of demands after another and finding the time to
review carefully the job just completed loses out to the need to g0
forward to the next challenge.

In standardized testing, reviewing how we did with this year’s
test is an essential part of the craft and science of test making. No
credible testing professional fails to carry out thorough analyses of a
test once it is administered, scored, and reported or interpreted. Indeed
the professional standards governing the work of test developers and
test users require this type of systematic review. Test developers aim
for a test at a certain level of difficulty and one that has scores meeting
a particular level of reliability, the test makers’ term for consistency of
results. Text makers explore questions appropriate to the test and how
it is used through analyses of data collected at the time of testing and,
where necessary, through additional data collection steps. For example,
did we achieve our difficulty-level and reliability goals? Moreover, if
the test is being used to select people for academic programs or for
hiring or promotion, what is the evidence that the test provides
information to support such decisions?

This practice of collecting and analyzing data over the years to
evaluate the effectiveness of tests and test use is called validation, and
it provides a regular means for improving the quality of a test over the
period of its use. It is this phenomenon that we refer to as evolutionary
improvement, and it is a quite important feature of standardized tests
when wisely planned and used for test and test program improvement.

What Are the Frequent Criticisms of Testing?

A clear pattern to test criticism emerges if one takes the time to
read through the many years of discussions of testing in popular news
magazines, leading newspapers, and other major publications. Each
time there is a substantial increase in the use of standardized testing or
a new application of the approach, a wave of criticism follows. If the
application is well planned and implemented, the intensity and duration
of the criticism may be lessened, but the critics will still insist on being
heard. When a new testing application has been introduced with
insufficient notice to those affected or in a manner that violates
professional testing standards and good sense, there can be prolonged
and very strong criticism that on occasion stalls or derails the proposed
testing application. Haney, Madaus, & Lyons (1993) include a chapter,
“Test Quality and the Fractured Marketplace for Testing,” that provides
one perspective on the influence of market factors on test quality.
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In this section we are going to look at four main classes of test
criticism. A large percentage of all the concerns that are voiced about
testing can be classified into one of these four categories:

* bias versus fairness
coachability
appropriateness of use
technical quality

Bias Versus Fairness

The issue of whether standardized tests are fair or promote fairness
in decision making is one of the most persistent and, on occasion, hotly
debated areas of criticism of testing (Leman, 1999; Willingham & Cole,
1997; Zwick, 2002). One of the reasons for the heat and emotion that
frequently characterize discussions of this issue is that the debate has a
personal component. Those involved may begin with academic and

.dispassionate statements about the results of a particular testing program,

but they often end up addressing the impact of testing on their own
lives or those of their children or other family members.

Communication on the issue of bias or lack of it in testing is also
complicated by the fact that participants in the discussion typically bring
different definitions of bias to the situation. As we noted in our earlier
discussion of test fairness, testing professionals examine the possibility
that a test may be biased by checking to see if the results from that test
are consistent with other information about the group being tested. If
we look at the types of individuals earning high or low scores, does
this result make sense in light of other information about the
competencies measured by the test? For example, we would expect
students who excel in their math classes, have joined the math club,
and work on math puzzles for recreation to score high on a math test.
Similarly, we would expect those students who take the absolute
minimum number of math courses and ignore or fail to deliver math
homework not to perform well.

Coachability

Groups reflecting a variety of perspectives would likely view
evidence that scores could be readily affected by short-term coaching
as a troublesome feature of any test. Thoughtful observers would also
worry if a test were much better at predicting the future success of
some groups of students than of others. Our expectation and requirement
for tests is that they will be effective for all citizens, not only for a
subset. Another issue in evaluating coaching are the definitions of
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coaching and short-term test preparation. In some areas, such as
mathematics, there are effective short-term seminars that build both
test-taking and other content skills. Finding that scores go up as the
underlying skills being tested improve is a good feature of a test, not a
source for concern.

In studies of the SAT I and the ACT Assessment, the tests for
which perhaps the largest number of studies of the effectiveness of
coaching have been carried out, only a small contribution to future test
scores can be attributed to coaching courses (Messick, 1980). Whereas
individuals trained in testing are inclined to be persuaded by these
research results, the coaching companies report gains that are far greater
than these average results. Often they present glowing testimonials to
the effectiveness of coaching for an individual student, usually without
much detail about the circumstances under which the reported gains
were obtained. One of our speculations is that coaching companies
look-only at the gains made by those who earn higher scores, leaving
out of their calculations those whose scores stay the same or decrease.
So the “average gain” they report is actually the average gain of those
who gained, not the average gain across all those who were taught.

As to advice for those who face standardized tests or are working
with students or others who take them, by all means prepare carefully -
for any important test. Read the available material about the test,
especially that produced by the test makers. Become very familiar with
the types of questions you will encounter. Don’t waste time figuring
out what you need to do on the day of the test when others have done
this task weeks or months ago. If everyone who comes to a test has
done this type of preparation, the force of a criticism on the grounds of
coachability is substantially undermined.

Appropriateness of Use

One of the criticisms of standardized testing that seems to us to
be well supported in many instances deals with the use to which a test
is put. Professional test developers are charged by their standards to be
explicit about what the intended uses of their tests are. Agencies that
choose to employ a test for a different purpose than that for which the
test was developed have a responsibility to document the
appropriateness of the test for the new use. For example, as we noted
earlier in this chapter, a test designed to measure the mathematics
competence of a native-speaking group may be completely inappropriate
for judging the level of mathematical knowledge of many non-native
speakers of English. They could have the skill that is intended to be
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measured but be unable to show their competence because of their
inability to understand the problems that were set for them.

Technical Quality

Criticisms about the technical quality of tests sometimes focus
on individual test questions, asserting that they are inadequate for the
purpose of testing. Particular items may be judged too easy or too
difficult, or perhaps described as too low-level or too ambiguous. The
critic may assert that the coverage of the test is too shallow or is
unbalanced in some way, giving too much weight to one or more areas
and slighting another topic or topics. The format may be dismissed as
wrong for the test in question; this happens especially with multiple-
choice questions, although sometimes with essay or other question types.
Another type of criticism regards the number of questions and the
stability of the resultant score.

Those involved in the selection and use of tests should take the
concerns of critics seriously, either evaluating the criticisms for
themselves or bringing other trained professionals into the process. In
some instances we stand to learn more by listening to critics than we
would gain by proceeding to enjoy the support of friends, who may
give us the benefit of the doubt and fail to give needed criticism.

How Can We Promote High-Quality Testing?

One of the most important ways to promote high-quality testing
is to become familiar with the types of testing that are going on. How
are tests being used? Are the purposes clearly stated, and do the kinds
of tests being employed seem consistent with those purposes? What
issues are being raised by individuals who find fault with the testing?
Do the criticisms seem warranted?

One of the many benefits of our Internet-linked world is that it is
now quite easy to look up what is being said about any test or testing
program. We urge looking at both sides of any testing issue. Just as the
maker of a test is predisposed to see the virtues of the product that is
produced, some critics reflexively reject virtually any standardized test,
no matter how carefully it is crafted and how educationally or
occupationally sound the use to which it is being put.

For many people being an effective evaluator and user of tests
and test results will require learning more about tests and test making.
This book is one way for individuals to expand their knowledge. Chapter

iy
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53 provides guidance on accessing many types of resources. The
following list provides some additional sources of information about
tests and test quality.

Sources of Information

One of the best sources of information about any test or testing
program is the test developer. Descriptive material, registration bulletins,
score reports, and other test-related documents are often available from
the test publisher. Be sure to take advantage of any information that
you can obtain directly from the publisher; it is usually accurate and
up-to-date, and it is often free.

Even if you have no printed materials in your possession, a
systematic search of the Internet will often be very productive. Look
for test descriptions, sample questions, and media coverage of the tests.
There are two major trade associations of test publishers and one
professional association, all of whose websites are resources both for
general information and for locating specific test publishers and other
testing agencies.

Association of Test Publishers (ATP; www.testpublishers.org). This
association has well more than 100 member companies, representing
clinical, educational, employment, and licensing/certification areas. This
association is particularly active in the area of computer-based testing.

Association of American Publishers (AAP; www.publishers.org).
This association represents all or virtually all the publishers of textbooks,
tests, and related material for U.S. schools and colleges. The AAP Test
Committee plays an active role in monitoring legislation and regulations
related to testing. It has produced several fine publications about testing.

Joint Committee on Testing Practices (JCTP; www.apa.org/science/
Jjetpweb.html). JCTP is a collaboration among professional associations
whose members make extensive use of tests and testing companies.
The organization’s goal is to work “together to advance in the public
interest the quality of testing practices” (JCTP home page, accessed 1/
23/03). The JCTP has produced a number of helpful publications and
other materials covering areas such as testing standards, test-purchaser
qualifications, teaching about testing, the rights and responsibilities of
test takers, and the testing of individuals with disabilities.
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Collecting Specific Documents

If you are in a position to serve as a resource for others in the area
of testing, you might find it useful to build a collection of materials
that you could send to interested parties. Chapter 53 contains many
references to organizations that might be helpful in obtaining
information about tests. The supplementary compact disc also contains
many documents that provide varying perspectives and additional
information about tests and their uses in education.
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Chapter 2
Types and Uses of Tests

Timothy Vansickle

Describing the types and uses of tests may seem to be an easy
task, but it is not as straightforward as it may first appear. Tests vary on
many different characteristics, are used in many different ways, cross
the typical assessment categories, and in some cases are so unique as
to form a category unto themselves. This chapter explores many possible
classification schemes and describes how tests may be used in several
common settings.

Types of Tests

If you open almost any textbook on psychological assessments,
tests, and measurements, or any compendium of test reviews, you will
find the author’s classification of tests or types of tests. This
classification is usually implicit in the table of contents for the book.
Anastasi (1982) provides chapters or sections for individual, group,
aptitude, achievement, personality, intelligence, and ability testing.
Global categories include educational, occupational, and clinical, with
more specific categories of self-reports, inventories, projective
techniques, and so on. Janda (1998) groups tests into individual tests
of intelligence, group ability tests, interests, values, structured measures
of personality, projective tests and clinical assessment,
neuropsychological assessment of special populations, and alternate
approaches to assessment. Hopkins (1998) takes a somewhat simpler
approach, with divisions into scholastic aptitude, achievement,
personality, and social measures, and standardized versus instructor-
made tests.

Murphy, Conoley, and Impara (1994) in the fourth edition of Tests
in Print chose a much more linear approach to test classification, as
illustrated in the following list:

 achievement
° behavior assessment
° developmental

(8 3 Types and Uses



22

* education

* English

» fine arts

« foreign language

e intelligence and scholastic aptitude

* math

* miscellaneous

* multi-aptitude

* neuropsychological

» personality

» reading

* science

* sensory-motor

» social studies

* speech and hearing
. ® vocations

As can be seen from this brief sampling, test classification is not
straightforward. This confusion may result from the fact that the word
test can be used in various ways. The new Standards for Educational
and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) defines tests
as “all evaluative devices such as inventories [and] scales.” Typical
textbooks, manuscripts, and discussions use test, assessment, and
measure, as well as other words, and use these interchangeably. It is,
therefore, a good idea to define some of these words with a goal of
enabling a classification scheme. _

Allen and Yen (1979) define a test as a device for obtaining a
sample of an individual’s behavior. Anastasi (1982) provides a little
more detail in that a test is essentially an objective and standardized
measure of a sample of behavior. Hopkins (1998) suggests that a test is
a technique for obtaining information. The AERA, APA, and NCME
standards define a test as follows: “A test is an evaluation device or
procedure in which a sample of an examinee’s behavior in a specified
domain is obtained and subsequently evaluated and scored using a
standardized process” (p. 3). ‘

“Measurement is the assigning of numbers to individuals in a
systematic way as a means of representing properties of the individuals”
(Allen & Yen, 1979, p. 2). Hopkins (1998) suggests that measurement
is a process by which things are differentiated and described. Hence,
measurement is a furthering of the testing process.

Assessment is typically the larger umbrella under which judgments,
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actions, or decisions are made based on the tests and measurements
used in a given situation. Assessment, therefore, includes testing and
measurement, and in many contexts is used in place of either or both
terms. For our discussion, we will use zest to indicate any assessment
device that might yield a score, category, or classification, or where the
results could be used to make some decision about people, programs,
status, or acceptance/admission.

Classifying Tests by Setting

How then do we classify tests into types or categories? Tests differ
on many characteristics, such as mode of administration, stimulus
materials, response mode, content, construct, level of standardization,
and historical context. Test use and classification may vary with the
setting in which the test is used. In clinical settings some personality
tests may be classified as diagnostic while others are referred to as
screening inventories. In personnel settings, tests can have a different
classification system that involves selection, progression, and promotion
classifications. In this setting, personality tests, aptitude tests, and
achievement tests may lose their individual classifications in favor of a
more global categorization such as selection battery.

Classifying Tests by Scope

One way of classifying tests may be to look at the nature of the
test instrument. That is, does it have specific objectives or a narrow
content domain as the target of interest? Instructor-made tests are
examples of a narrowly focused type of test having specific objectives.
On the other end of the continuum would be tests that measure a broad
set of objectives or a large construct; for example, individually
administered IQ tests. Certainly, one could argue about where on the
continuum a certain type of test may fall; Figure 1 depicts one possible
placement of the more general types of tests in use today.
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Figure 1. A test classification based on scope, number and rigor
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In Figure 1, the number of tests also decreases as we move from
left to right. Undoubtedly, there are more instructor-made tests than
standardized IQ tests. Although one may argue with the placement of
certain categories in Figure 1, it does provide a general sense of how
tests might be classified. Additionally, Figure 1 reflects the different
degrees of rigor with which tests are developed. In this regard, many
instructors will argue that they standardize their tests as well as any
commercial publisher, and many publishers would argue that a particular
test they sell is the more rigorously developed. Some of those claims
will be market driven while others are fairly subjective. Most of the
broad-based intelligence tests are based on decades of research on the
constructs, methods, item types, and administration procedures used.
Newer, group-administered aptitude, achievement, and personality tests
cannot match that history. They may however employ newer and more
refined research and psychometric methods that may offset the lack of
history. In presenting Figure 1, my intention is not to imply a value
judgment regarding the various degrees of standardization but merely
to illustrate one way of classifying tests.

It is very difficult to determine where to place cognitive tests as a
group on Figure 1. For example, where does achievement end and
aptitude begin? Figure 2 depicts the different overlapping possibilities
in the various types of cognitive tests. Such interrelationships surely
also occur in tests of personality or career interests, and in those designed
for special populations. Exactly how much overlap exists is a matter of
viewpoint or focus rather than a value that can be quantified empirically.

IQ TESTS

Group  \ |ndividually
Administered | Administered

Single
bilities
Abili P

Criterion.
\  referenceqy

Figure 2. Interrelationships among Cognitive Tests BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Classifying Tests Using a Traditional Matrix

A general classification scheme might use traditional perspectives,
methodological approaches, and issues presented earlier to produce a
means of classifying tests in a way useful for practitioners. Table 1
provides an example of such a matrix, including for some of the cells
examples of relevant tests. Thousands of tests, inventories, and
assessments are available from commercial publishers, researchers, and
other practitioners. Most of these assessments are labeled as to the type
of test (e.g., personality), type of administration (e.g., individual), and
other characteristics and features. Although the publisher or test
developer recommends certain parameters, common practice or usage
may extend or restrict how an assessment is utilized, with the result
that tests may overlap across cells. In addition, the practitioner could
easily extend the table to include test types found most often in specific
settings.

Table 1. Example Classification by Major Category, Specific Type, and Type of Administration

Type of Administration
Major Category/Specific Type Group Individual
Towa Tests of Basic Skills (1)
TerraNova (2)
Achievement Stanford9 (3)
The ACT Assessment (ACT) (5)
WorkKeys (5) WorkKeys (5)
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT)(4)
Cognitive Aptitude Differential Aptitude Test (3)
Cognitive Abilities Test (1) OLSAT (3)
Woodcock-Johnson HI Tests of
Cognitive Abilities (1)
Intelligence Stanford-Binet Intelligence Test (1)
Wechsler Intelligence Test (3)
Kaufman Assessment Battery for
Children (K-ABC) (6)
. Myers-Brigs Type Indicator (7) 16PF Fifth Edition Questionnaire (8)
Personality Normal 16PF Fifth Edition Questionnaire (8) MMPI-Z (9)
Myers-Brigs Type Indicator (7)
Clinical MMPI (9) MMPI (9)
Self-Directed Search (10) Self-Directed Search (10)
Career Interests Career Decision-Making System (6) Career Decision-Making System (6)
ntere Campbell Interest and Skill Survey(9) | Campbell Interest and Skill Survey(9)
Values Scale (7) Values Scale (7)
Values Career Beliefs Inventory (7) Career Beliefs Inventory (7)
Values Preference Indicator (11) Values Preference Indicator (11)
(1) Riverside Publishing
(2) CTB McGraw Hill
(3) Harcourt
(4) Educational Testing Service
(5)ACT. Inc.
(6) American Guidance Service
(7) Consulting Psychologists Press
(8) Institute for Personality and Ability Testing
(9)NCS
(10) Psy
(nc ing R Group [
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Classifying Tests by Measurement Model

A more traditional way of classifying tests is to place each test
into one of several bins, including but not limited to norm-referenced
versus criterion-referenced. Norm-referenced tests are those that report
scores or profiles based on reference to a standard group (i.e., the norm
group). People typically think of group achievement tests (e.g., lowa
Tests of Basic Skills) as belonging to this category. In addition, many
personality, diagnostic, and intelligence tests also use a reference group
in order to place a person into a category or to provide a score. For
example, the determination of whether a client is depressed may be
made in relation to a standardization group that was not depressed. In
these types of tests, a normative sample of individuals is used to
determine the distributional characteristics of the responses for that
group (e.g., mean and standard deviation). The test is scaled so that
various scores can be reported to test takers based on the typical response

patterns of the standardization group. The score or scores a test taker

receives are a reflection of how the person performed compared to the
normative sample.

Criterion-referenced tests use a different technique to provide
scores or classifications. In this case, an individual’s responses are
compared to some predetermined standard (i.e., criterion). The standard
may be a cut-off score expressed as a raw score, a percentage, a standard
score, or some other value. If the test taker reaches or exceeds the
specified standard or criterion, he or she is classified as having learned
the material, achieved a specific level of mastery, or falling into some
group or category (e.g., addictive behavior problem).

Uses of Tests

So what have learned so far? Classification of tests can and does
vary based on the classification scheme and its particular focus. Is one
classification model better than another? Not necessarily. The answer
depends on the purpose of the testing and the decisions one wishes to
make.

Regardless of the category or classification of a test, test usage is
something all practitioners must address in their work. Questions of
validity, reliability, fairness, and purpose all play a part in determining
the use of any instrument. Some tests may be used in multiple situations
or contexts, while others may be restricted to a single situation. One
key principle to remember is that a test is but a sample of an individual’s
behavior, learning, cognition, or other characteristic being measured.

[P ey
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As such, a test score should not be the sole determiner in high-stakes
decisions.

What then are practitioners to do when deciding which test to use
in a specific situation? First, they need to acquire training in test
measurements and the specific test instrument, if required. Then, they
must ask themselves a series of questions about the testing situation:

° What is the purpose of the testing?

* What decisions will be made about the person or group
based on the test results?

° What tests are available for this purpose?

° Is a home-grown or a custom-built test the better option
given the purpose and decisions to be made?

° What special training is required to administer and interpret
the results of the test?

° What security procedures are required by either the publisher
or the testing situation?

» Will the test or tests selected provide the information needed?

° Are there additional stakeholders who need different
information than the test will provide?

In some cases the test user will also have to justify the cost of the
testing program, in which case additional questions need to be asked:
° What is the initial purchase cost?
e What is the per-examinee cost?
e What discounts are available from the publisher (e.g., for
purchasing in quantity)?
° What are the costs associated with the examinee’s time (e.g.,
lost production time, lost instruction time)?
° What alternatives are available that might cost less?

For each context in which testing occurs, there may be additional
questions that the practitioner must answer prior to selecting,
administering, scoring, and interpreting a test. In the following sections,
let’s examine some of these particular contexts.

lesting in Schools

By far the most common situation where tests are used is in the
academic setting. Whether in the K—12 or postsecondary arena, testing
1 a ubiquitous event in the lives of teachers, students, and administrators.
Teacher-made tests to measure students’ learning is by far the most
prevalent form of testing. Designed well, instructor-made tests can
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provide enormous amounts of information for both the teacher and the
student.

In addition to teacher-made tests, many large schools and districts
develop or purchase tests that they use to make decisions about the
effectiveness of programs, teachers, schools, and curriculum. With the
advent of the standards-based education movement, many states now
incorporate statewide testing to evaluate the effectiveness of instruction
and the achievement of state-established curriculum goals or targets.
This typically had been done via norm-referenced tests, but standards-
based initiatives have replaced or augmented the norm-referenced tests
with custom-built, criterion-referenced tests designed specifically to
measure the state curriculum and the success of students, teachers,
programs, schools, and districts in meeting established academic targets.

Within the academic testing world, new tests are being developed
to assess special populations. This is especially true with regard to
statewide curriculum standards. The term alternate assessment is
typically used to describe a test or assessment that is administered when
a student’s Individualized Education Program (IEP) indicates that he
or she cannot be tested using the statewide test in a standard or
accommodated format.

Admissions Testing

Another major area is-admissions testing. The two most notable
and best known of such tests are the ACT Assessment and the Scholastic
Aptitude Test (SAT). The region of the country in which a student resides
sometimes determines which of these two college entrance exams he
or she will take. There are, of course, other admissions tests, such as
the Graduate Record Exam (GRE). Most professional degree programs,
such as medicine, have specialized admissions tests (e.g., the MCAT).

The goal of admissions testing is to determine who would best be
served by further education in a particular field and at a particular
university or college. In this respect, each school determines its own
test score requirements. In the case of the ACT Assessment and SAT,
the goal is to predict a particular student will be successful in the
postsecondary institution to which he or she is applying. Today, however,
some institutions are downplaying the importance of, or even
eliminating the requirement for, a standardized college admissions test.

Tests Used in Clinical and Counseling Settings

The number and range of instruments available for use in
counseling is, to say the least, staggering. Instruments exist to measure
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normal personality, vocational interests, academic ability, depressive
tendency, susceptibility to addictive behaviors, self-efficacy, and the
need for control or dominance, to name a few. Add to these tests of
intelligence or abnormal personality, plus screening and diagnostic
instruments, and the practitioner in this area can quickly be inundated
to the point of information overload.

Uses range from a high school counselor administering the Armed
Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB) to a clinician
administering a screening instrument for depression. In these settings,
the purpose of testing is to gain information about the client’s
characteristics or behavior. In this regard, the information may be shared
with the individual for a variety of reasons, including but not limited to
helping individuals make decisions about career or life changes, or
understand how others relate to them. The practitioner may be the only
person to view the test results; for example, in the case of making a
decision as to a client’s status or state. That decision may be used to
help make a decision to admit a person for treatment or to refer that
person to another agency or practice.

Tests Used in Industry

One of the more fascinating areas of testing is that of selection,
progression, and promotion in industry. In this setting, there are many
different stakeholders, as well as federal, state, and sometimes local
regulations and requirements that compete with psychometric
characteristics of the test.

In the workplace setting, the purpose of testing is to determine
the best candidate for a specific position or job. The goal is to determine
the specific knowledge, skills, and abilities needed to be successful in
that position and to measure as many of these as is possible prior to
hiring, training, or promoting an individual. In industry, hiring a worker
is associated with enormous costs, including wages, relocation, training,
and benefits. Making a poor choice may have devastating effects on an
organization and can develop into a health or safety issue, depending
on the industry and specific job.

Many of the tests used in industry are specific to the company,
plant site, and job. Developed by outside consultants or in-house
personnel, these tests utilize job and task analysis to develop the content
of the test and determine the appropriate level of knowledge, skill, and
ability needed. This process can be very costly. Hence, firms must
engage in a cost analysis to determine whether building or buying a
test will benefit the company. Typically, this cost analysis looks for
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savings in training time, error rates, employee turnover, and other factors
in determining the benefit to the company.

Conclusion

Any given test may be classified and used in many ways. The
practitioner has a responsibility to look at the testing situation, the
decisions to be made by each of the stakeholders in that situation, and
the available test instruments in order to determine the best course of
action. Measuring Up provides insights into many of the issues
encountered in the testing arena and provides practitioners with guidance
and resources to help them do their work. Many other books are available
that review or critique commercially available tests. In addition, several
professional organizations address issues of testing, measurement, and
assessment. The newsletters and journals of these organizations can

.provide information beneficial in understanding how a test can be used.

You can find specific resources and references to these in chapter 53.

It is important to understand the nature of tests and how they may
be used and classified. It is more important, however, to use the best
tools available, acquire the training necessary to use these tools correctly,
then make good conservative use of the test results in light of the setting
and the individuals involved. "
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\| Chapter 3

Guidelines for Selecting
#+| Appropriate Tests

Patricia Jo McDivitt & Donna Gibson

In 1990 the American Federation of Teachers (AFT), the National
Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), and the National
Education Association (NEA) published Standards for Teacher
Competence in Educational Assessment of Students. Standard 1 of this
document states, “Teachers should be skilled in choosing assessment
methods appropriate for instructional decisions.” (p. 3) Teachers and
all educators involved in the selection and use of tests follow several
guidelines when seeking to gain this competence. These guidelines
include understanding the purpose of the assessment and determining
the quality of the assessment. This chapter reviews these guidelines
and provides educators with important information to help them select
appropriate tests.

Understanding the Purpose of a Test

The first step in attaining competency in selecting appropriate
tests involves understanding the purpose or purposes for which an
assessment is given. According to Mehrens (2001), in its broadest sense,
the purpose of any assessment is to gather data to facilitate decision
making. However, many kinds of decisions and many different types
of information may be gained from the use of tests and may serve to
facilitate decision making. For example, the decision made may involve
helping an individual select courses for high school or make wise,
realistic career decisions; other decisions might be madé to help an
individual improve upon his or her strengths and weaknesses in a given
subject area; and still others might be made to help an individual build
toward mastery of a particular set of content curriculum standards or
learning targets. In today’s high-stakes arena, still other tests may be
used to make important decisions such as whether a particular student
should be promoted to the next grade in school or should receive a high
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school diploma.

Most tests used in modern educational settings can be categorized
into two major types: norm-referenced tests and criterion-referenced
tests. These two types of tests differ in purpose, content, and the
information gained from their use. The main purpose of a norm-
referenced test is to compare students’ performance and to determine
relative strengths and weaknesses of students based upon the generalized
skills being measured by the test.

In contrast, criterion-referenced tests determine “what test takers
can do and what they know, not how they compare to others” (Anastasi,
1988, p. 102). Criterion-referenced tests report how well students are
doing relative to a predetermined performance level on a specified set
of educational goals or outcomes included in the school, district, or
state curriculum. Educators may choose to use a criterion-referenced
test when they want to determine how well students have learned the
knowledge and skills they are expected to have mastered (Bond, 1996).

When deciding whether to use a norm-referenced or a criterion-
referenced test, it is important to know about the content differences
between the two. The content of a norm-referenced test is selected
according to how well it ranks students from high achievers to low.
The content of a criterion-referenced test is determined by how well it
matches the learning outcomes deemed most important. Although no
test can measure everything of importance, the content of a criterion-
referenced test is selected based on its significance in the curriculum,
whereas that of a norm-referenced test is chosen by how well it
discriminates among students (Bond, 1996). Because the purpose of
many norm-referenced tests currently used in the classroom is to
measure the academic foundation skills that students need, the test
questions are usually designed to measure a generalized set of objectives
that are common across the country for a given content area.

When standardized tests are norm-referenced, it means that

national samples of students have been used as the norming

group for interpreting relative standing. Because these tests
are designed to be used in different schools throughout the
country, they tend to provide broad coverage of each content
area to maximize potential usefulness in as many schools as
possible. Thus, close inspection of the objectives and types of
test questions is needed to determine how well the test matches
the emphasis in the local curriculum. (McMillan, 1997, pp.
79-80)
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Evaluating Test Quality

The second step in selecting an appropriate test is to evaluate its
quality. Evaluating the quality of a test involves a careful analysis of
the characteristics of the population to be tested; the knowledge, skills,
abilities, or attitudes to be assessed; and the eventual use and
interpretation of the test scores (ACA & AAC, 1987). The following
list outlines major quality criteria that teachers, counselors, and other
test users should consider when selecting a test. These criteria are
relevant for many kinds of tests not strictly those used in educational
settings or classrooms. This information is based upon Klein and
Hamilton (1999, Table 1), the Code of Fair Testing Practices in
Education (JCTP, 2002), and Responsibilities of Users of Standardized
Tests (ACA & AAC, 1987).

Purpose. Compare the purpose and recommended use of the assessment
against your assessment goals.

Validity. Check for evidence of validity, that is, the degree to which an
assessment measures what it is intended to measure.

Reliability. Check the consistency and dependability of the assessment
results. Select only tests that have documented evidence of reliability,
that is, consistency.

Alignment with curriculum. For tests intended to measure students’
mastery of learning targets, check for instructional validity, or the degree
to which the test questions measure what is actually taught in the
classroom.

Equity and fairness. Check to be sure that the test meets appropriate
standards for bias, fairness, and cultural sensitivity, and is fair and
equitable for all test takers in your setting.

Technical standards. If the assessment is norm-referenced, check for
norming procedures that are relevant to the local population and intended

use of the data; also check for the types and quality of norms.

Costs and feasibility. Check for practical constraints due to cost,
conditions, and time required for admniinistration.
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Consequences. Check what inferences and actions might result from
the use of the test scores.

Timeliness of score reports. Check on the length of time between the
test administration and the receipt of score reports.

Motivation. Check for the degree to which examinees will be motivated
to do their best.

Quality of the administrative, interpretative, and technical manuals.
Check to see that supportive materials are high in quality, user friendly,
and readily available.

Each of these issues will be described in more detail in the
remainder of this chapter. The selection of a test should be guided by
éstablished criteria for technical quality recommended by measurement
professionals, including validity and reliability. Therefore, we begin
with a discussion of technical qualities, including validity and reliability.

Validity

Assessments need to be fair, reliable, defensible, and free of bias.
They also need to be valid. In fact, validity is at the core of the test
development process for any assessment. One common definition of
validity is contained in Cronbach (1971): Test validation is a process in
which evidence is collected by the developer of a test to support the
types of inferences that may appropriately be drawn from test scores. A
more recent definition of validity is cited in the 1999 version of the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing:

Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory
support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed
uses of tests. Validity is, therefore, the most fundamental
consideration in developing and evaluating tests. The process
of validation involves accumulating evidence to provide a
sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpretations.
It is the interpretations of test scores required by proposed
uses that are evaluated, not the test itself. When test scores
are used or interpreted in more than one way, each intended
interpretation must be validated. (AERA, APA, & NCME,
1999, p. 9)
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When gathering and examining evidence of validity, the first
question to ask is, Validity for what purpose? For example, career
interest inventories have been in use for a number of years, and many
of these instruments have well-documented validity. The validity of
such interest inventories has commonly been determined by comparing
individuals’ interests with their occupational choices and then
determining the rate of correct predictions over a specified period of
time (Seligman, 1980). When predicting the occupation that a person
is likely to enter in the future, an interest inventory may be valid because
the person’s answers to the questions will probably relate to career
interests. When it comes to predicting whether this person will be
successful in the given occupation, however, a career interest inventory
may lack validity. Persons who enter an occupation for which they
receive a low score on a given career interest inventory may well not
stay in the occupation, whereas people who score high are much more
likely to stay in the occupation. The low scorers who stay in that field
are just as likely to be successful as the high scorers, however. Therefore,
a score on a given interest inventory may have some validity for
predicting whether people will enter an occupation, and how long they
will stay in it, but may have little validity when predicting success in
the occupation (Hood & Johnson, 1991).

As aresult, determining whether or not a test is valid involves a
process of gathering evidence to support a specific interpretation of the
test scores. Many different methods for gathering evidence exist, and
the evidence gathered establishes what kinds of inferences are
appropriate to make (Osterlind, 1989). In looking at validity, educators
must keep in mind what specific inferences will be drawn from the
scores, then look for and gather evidence to support such inferences.
Mehrens (2001) identifies two general types of inferences: (1) inferences
about performance other than that measured, and (2) inferences about
a characteristic (construct) of the person measured.

When gathering evidence, it is important to note that there are
several types of validity. These are discussed in the sections.that follow.

Face Validity

Face validity asks the question, Based upon a surface examination,
does the test look like it measures what it is intended to measure, with
test questions that appear to provide an adequate measure of what the
test as a whole is intended to measure? Face validity is simply a matter
of whether or not the test questions on the surface seem to be relevant
to the person taking the test (Hood & Johnson, 1991). Some would
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argue that face validity is really not valid at all, especially if the process
of examining an assessment is haphazard or not very systematic. For
example, when examining a mathematics test consisting of word
problems, teachers might ask themselves whether the test items do in
fact appear to measure the defined mathematics objectives, or instead
measure reading comprehension ability. A quick look at the test may
lead them to conclude that the test does not have face validity because
it appears to measure reading comprehension more than the mathematics
skills or objectives it purports to measure.

Content Validity

Although it is important that an assessment does have some face
validity, it is more important that the evidence of validity be documented,
or have content validity.

Content validity indicates whether the material in the test is related
to what is being measured and reflects the level of learning or
development of that skill (Seligman, 1980). Content validity asks the
fundamental question, How well does the assessment measure what it
is intended to measure? For example, if a high school end-of-course
biology test purports to measure the curriculum standards and core skills
outlined for the course, then each test item or question must show a
close correspondence to those curriculum standards and core skills.
This close correspondence must be documented through a content
validation study, which seeks to establish a consensus of informed
opinions about the degree of congruence between particular test items
and specific descriptions of the content domain to be assessed by those
items. A content validation study requires convening a panel of expert
judges who rate the item-to-content congruence according to established
criteria (Osterlind, 1989).

In the development of current criterion-referenced statewide
assessment programs, the content validation study often involves
educators, including curriculum experts, subject-area teachers, and
others. These educators, who are experts in the subject area, are asked
to use their professional judgment to determine whether or not the test
questions on a given criterion-referenced test do in fact measure the
designated curriculum content standards or learning targets. This process
depends on the development of clear learning targets. Based upon the
learning targets for a given program or subject area, a test blueprint for
the assessment is developed. The blueprint outlines the number of items
a given test will include, mapped directly to the learning targets. The
blueprint also provides information concerning the relative emphasis
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assigned to particular learning targets.

Instructional Validity

For many criterion-referenced tests used in the schools today, one
aspect of content validity is the extent to which the test has instructional
validity.

Instructional validity relates to the match between what is taught
in the classroom and what is actually assessed. When examining
instructional validity, the major questions to ask are, How closely do
the test questions correspond to what has actually been taught in the
classroom? Have students had the opportunity to learn what is being
assessed? Instructional validity is also determined by teachers’
professional judgments (McMillan, 1997).

Criterion-Related Validity

- Validity also refers to the extent to which the test is related to
defined criterion measures. Establishing criterion-related validity
involves accumulating various types of evidence: “Evidence of the
relation of test scores to a relevant criterion may be expressed in various
ways, but the fundamental question is always: How accurately do test
scores predict criterion performance? The degree of accuracy deemed
necessary depends on the purpose for which the test is used” (AERA et
al., 1999, p. 14).

Test developers and researchers seek to establish criterion-related
evidence that a test is measuring the same trait, knowledge, or attitude
by calculating a correlation coefficient, which measures the relationship
between the test and the criterion. Unlike in content-validation studies,
teachers and subject-area experts typically do not conduct formal studies
to obtain correlation coefficients that will provide evidence of criterion-
related validity. However, understanding the principles of establishing
criterion-related validity is important. Where there are two or more
measures of the same thing, and these measures provide similar results,
criterion-related evidence can be established informally. (McMillan,
1997). For example, consider the development of a test of computer
word processing skills that measures speed and accuracy of key entry.
The test might be given to a student who is taking a word processing
course. The classroom teacher might then be asked to observe the
student’s word processing skills and rate the student using a rating sheet.
The teacher’s rating sheet would be compared with the student’s test
results, to determine how closely related the two are. If the teacher’s
observational ratings coincide with the student’s score on the test, then
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criterion-related validity has been established. This type of validity is
also called concurrent validity. Measures of concurrent validity are
usually obtained when the test is going to be used in the future to estimate
some type of behavior—such as the ability to do the work of a key-
entry word processor.

Another type of criterion-related validity is called predictive
validity. For example, if a classroom teacher is interested in the extent
to which students’ test preparation, as indicated by scores on a final
examination in mathematics, predicts how well those students will do
next year, he or she might examine the grades of students who took the
class previously, then determine informally if students who scored high
on the final examination are getting high grades, and students who
scored low on the final examination are getting low grades, in the current
year’s math class. If a correlation is found, then an inference predicting
how the students in the class will perform, based on the final exam,
fight be valid (McMillan, 1997).

Construct Validity
Construct validity is determined by gathering evidence that there
is a relationship between the content of a test and the construct it is
intended to measure. Construct validity demonstrates two points: (1)
that the construct measured by the test is required for success on the
criterion of interest, and (2) that the specific test under consideration is
a good measure of the theoretical construct or trait (Bennett, Seashore,
& Wesman, 1991). '
Test content refers to the themes, wording, and format of the
items, tasks, or questions on a test, as well as the guidelines
for procedures regarding administration and scoring. Test
developers often work from a specification of the content
domain. The content specification carefully describes the
content in detail, often with a classification of areas of content
and types of items. Evidence based on test content can include
logical or empirical analyses of the adequacy with which the
test content represents the content domain and of the relevance
of the content domain to the proposed interpretation of test
scores. (AERA et al., 1999, p. 13)

Construct validity evidence relies on both logical and statistical
means to justify the use of a test. Evidence of construct validity is usually
gathered by collecting criterion-related validity evidence, content
validity evidence, and information about the test development process.

Guidelines for Selecting 8 ? .



41

Construct validity also involves gathering evidence or information about
the test’s overlap with other tests. Convergent validity and divergent
validity also provide evidence of construct validity. Convergent validity
means that an assessment shows a substantial correlation with other
tests and assessments that measure similar characteristics. For example,
students ought to score similarly on measures of mathematical aptitude
and on the mathematics section of an achievement test. Divergent
validity, on the other hand, is shown when an assessment does not
correlate highly with a test or a variable that measures different
constructs. For example, a student’s score on a test of perceptual speed
and accuracy in all likelihood would not show a strong correlation with
a test of academic achievement.

According to Hood and Johnson (1991, p. 37), construct validity
is a complex concept that encompasses several questions:

* Do the test results make psychological sense?

° Are the test results related to things that they ought to be
related to and unrelated to things that they ought not to be
related to? |

° Do the results on the test change according to what we know
about developmental changes?

* Do older students do better on the test than younger students;
for example, on an arithmetic test, do sixth graders score
higher than third graders do?

° Does the test pick up the kinds of changes known to occur
as people develop?

Validity Checklist

The validity checklist in Figure 1 is designed to help test users
determine whether or not a given test is valid. Because test selection
should be guided by established criteria for technical quality
recommended by measurement professionals, including validity, the
items on the checklist address what types of validity information are
available and whether or not the validity information provided is relevant
to the purposes of the test. For example, content validity and
instructional validity are important if you are using a criterion-referenced
test to determine whether students have mastered specific learning
targets. On the other hand, criterion-related validity is important if you
are using the test for employee selection purposes.
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Figure 1. Validity checklist
Type of Validity Ask Yourself Yes/No
Face validity Does the assessment appear to

measure what it is intended to measure? Y N

Content validity Is there documentation that the
assessment measures what it is intended

to measure? Y N
Instructional Do the assessment questions correspond
validity to what has actually been taught in the
classroom? Y N

Criterion-related Do the test scores predict future

validity performance on a specific criterion? Y N
" Predictive Is there evidence showing that the test
validity accurately predicts future performance? Y N
Concurrent Is there evidence showing that the test
validity measures performance on the relevant
behaviors? Y N
Construct Does the assessment represent the
validity theoretical entity it is intended to
represent? Y N
Convergent Is there evidence showing that the
validity test results are similar to results on

other measures that should be related? Y N

Divergent Is there evidence showing that the test
validity results are unlike those obtained on other,
unrelated measures? Y N
Reliability

In order to have good validity, a test must be reliable (Lyman,
1998). In general terms reliability refers to how consistently a test
measures what it is purported to measure (Hood & Johnson, 1997). In
fact, a test can be highly reliable (i.e., give consistent results) and not
measure what it is purported to measure (i.€., not be valid). Therefore,
a good understanding of reliability is required for appropriate testing.
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In essence, a reliable test can be depended on to measure the same trait
or variable each time it is used.

When a test 1s reliable, the results can be generalized in several
different ways. First, the test user can assume that items that are similar
but not identical to those on the original test would produce similar
results (called alternate-form reliability). For example, a teacher may
test students on their recognition of single-digit numerals by testing
recognition of five different single-digit numerals. Because this measure
is highly reliable, the teacher may assume that students would receive
the same score if they were tested on other single-digit numerals. Hence,
the teacher can generalize from one sample of items from the single-
digit numeral domain to any other samples from the single-digit numeral
domain (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2001).

Second, results can be generalized from one time to another; that
is, the same testing behavior or results will occur again if the students
are tested with the same test at a different time (called test-retest
reliability). For example, if the teacher gave the single-digit numeral
test to students in the morning, he or she should see the same results
upon administering the test in the afternoon (provided that no teaching
of numerals has occurred in the interim).

Third, there should be consistency in results among testers (called
inter-rater or interscorer reliability). If one teacher scores students on
their recognition of single-digit numerals, then a second teacher scores
the same students on the same measure, the two teachers’ results should
be similar. If they are, the assumption is made that scorers are consistent
and results are reproducible among the scorers. These three types of
reliability are discussed in more detail in the following sections.

Alternate-Form Reliability and Internal Consistency

Alternate-form reliability is determined by comparing the
consistency of one individual’s testing behavior on two equivalent forms
of the same test (Hood & Johnson, 1997). Both forms of the test must
be constructed to measure the same trait or construct and look similar
in terms of format, number of items, and directions (Ponterotto, 1996).
If necessary, the individual being assessed can be given both forms of
the test without concern that results will reflect being exposed to the
same test items. Often school systems will use two forms (e.g., Form A
and Form B) of a standardized achievement test to accommodate
students being served in special education programs. Alternate-form
reliability is particularly important when the test users will need to test
individuals or groups several times on the same content or trait, as
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might occur in research, in examining the effectiveness of teaching
methods, or in examining student achievement.

Internal consistency is calculated on only one form of a test and
is used to estimate the generalizability of results to different test items
(Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2001). Specifically, the reliability coefficients
obtained through this process indicate the consistency with which the
items sample the trait being measured (Hood & Johnson, 1997). This
type of reliability is important for tests that are not timed and are not
completed under time pressure (Lyman, 1998).

Stability or Test-Retest Reliability

Stability and test-retest reliability are often used synonymously
because test-retest reliability is an index of stability (Salvia & Ysseldyke,
2001). This method of evaluating reliability involves administering the
same test instrument to one group or sample at two points in time

.(Ponterotto, 1996). Calculating test-retest reliability allows the user to

know if the test produces the same results over time.

There are several considerations when evaluating the test-retest
reliability of a particular measure. The first is to determine the interval
between the two administrations of the test. Reliability coefficients can
be expected to decrease as the length of the interval increases. If the
interval is too long, maturation of the test takers and events they have
experienced (learning) may influence the results. Conversely, test-retest
coefficients can be inflated if the interval is too short. When the interval
is brief, memory and practice may influence the test takers’ results.

Inter-rater or Interscorer Reliability

When establishing inter-rater or interscorer reliability, two or
more scorers score a set of tests independently and their scores are
correlated to establish the reliability coefficient (Salvia & Ysseldyke,
2001), or degree to which the two scorers agree. This type of reliability
is important when there is an element of subjectivity in scoring tests or
rating behaviors (Lyman, 1998). A test that can be scored objectively
has perfect interscorer reliability; however, many tests include items
that are scored by subjective criteria. For example, individually
administered achievement and aptitude tests require the test
administrator to evaluate responses for score assignment. Additionally,
behavior often must be rated on a subjective basis. With subjective
evaluations, there is more variation in how items are rated among the
raters (e.g., a student self-report of specific behaviors versus ratings of
those behaviors by a parent, a teacher, and an administrator). This is
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the source of error or error variance in reliability coefficient calculations.
Steps should be taken to minimize the error variance for these tests to
increase reliability.

When evaluating the reliability of tests, it is important to
understand the meaning of the reliability coefficients that are reported.
Both validity and reliability coefficients are reported as a correlation
coefficient with a range from 0.00 to £1.00. Reliability coefficients of
+1.00 or 1.00 indicate a perfect relationship. A reliability coefficient of
0.00 indicates no relationship or no reliability. Additionally, reliability
coefficients provide the cap for validity coefficients, meaning that
validity coefficients for a particular test cannot be higher than the
reliability coefficients for that test.

What is an acceptable level of reliability? Ponterotto (1996, p.
80) states that there “is no absolute answer to this question.” When
selecting a test, you need to determine the purpose of the test and
implications of the test results. If the results will have significant, life-
altering consequences (e.g., decisions about educational placement,
admissions, or medical interventions), then high levels of reliability
are necessary (Walsh & Betz, 1995). On the other hand, midlevel
coefficients may be appropriate for research purposes with large
samples. Lyman (1998) has proposed that the following factors affect
reliability:

How long is the test? A test with many items that assess a construct or
trait 1s more reliable than one with only a few items, unless the test is
so long as to induce fatigue in the test taker.

Who made up the group of people studied in the test construction
process? Review the test publisher’s description of the groups that
were tested and for whom reliability coefficients were calculated. In
general, the more group members vary in ability or behavior, the higher
the reliability coefficients are likely to be.

How much time elapsed between test and retest sessions? The more
time that elapses between sessions, the more likely reliability
coefficients are to be low. A two-week time period is considered
preferable (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2001) because the period is long enough
that test takers are unlikely to remember specific items from the previous
administration but not long enough for significant maturation to have
occurred.
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What types of reliability are reported? A test publisher may provide
coefficients for all the different types of reliability or only certain ones,
and the coefficients for the various types of reliability will differ.
Remember, consider the purpose of the testing to evaluate which types
of reliability are most essential for your purposes.

The validity and reliability of a test are the essential psychometric
properties you should review when selecting the appropriate assessment
instrument for your needs. Practical considerations related to the
usability of a test instrument also factor in to the decision, however.

Usability of the Test Instrument

What happens when the most reliable and valid test instrument is
too expensive for an organization to use? What should the test users do
when a valid and reliable test is affordable but the test publisher requires
six months to score it? What should a principal do if the school district
is using a group-administered test that was developed with Caucasian
children only, but his or her school is 80 percent African American?

These are a few of the dilemmas that surface when evaluating the
usability of a test. Many test publishers facilitate the process of
evaluating test usability by including information about the test
construction process in the test manual. For norm-referenced tests,
characteristics about the norming sample are usually provided. Here
are some questions to consider when evaluating the usability of a test
for a specific population of test takers. In general the answers to these
questions will be found in the test manual or information provided by
the publisher. 4

What is the age group of the test takers? Test publishers provide
information about the age range of the group on whom the test was
normed. Look for a match between the age range of the normative
sample and of your test takers. If a test taker’s age falls outside of the
normed age range for the test, then the results will not be reliable or
valid for that individual.

Is the test designed for both genders? In general, males and females
are represented in the norming group for most tests. Certain tests,
however, may be designed for males or females exclusively. If a male
is given a test created for and normed on females only, then his results
will not be valid or reliable.
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Where do the test takers reside? In what part of the United States (or
what country outside the United States) do your test takers live? In
recruiting norm groups, test developers attempt to include a cross section
of individuals from various regions of the country. Before choosing a
test, you should ensure that your region is represented in the norming
sample.

What racial and ethnic groups are represented in the norming
sample of the test? For a variety of reasons, different races and ethnic
groups perform differently on tests of achievement and intelligence
(Salvia & Ysseldyke, 2001). Under-representation or over-
representation of specific groups can reflect bias in the construction of
the test. Therefore, you need to determine that the norming sample is
representative of your population of test takers, in order for the results
to be comparable.

There are several additional practical criteria to consider. First,
expense 1s a concern for many test users. If the most valid and reliable
test is desired but is too expensive to be practical, then compromise
may be the answer. The test user may have to compromise on the
standards for choosing the test and seek a more cost-effective one with
acceptable levels of reliability and validity.

Second, ease of use is an important criterion to consider when
many different people will be administering or scoring the test.
Particularly if the test will be administered to large groups, another
consideration is the clarity of the administration instructions and
directions for the test taker. Finally, scoring procedures need to be clear,
and you will need to determine whether the test can be scored on-site
or requires off-site scoring, and how much time is required for the
scoring process. If you need immediate results, a test that does not
require a lengthy off-site scoring process is the best choice.

Third, the amount of time allotted for administration and
completion of the test is an important factor to consider, especially for
large groups of test takers. For example, most school districts schedule
a set number of days for group test administrations. In addition,
counselors and psychologists may need to consider when and where
students can complete individually administered tests or behavior
checklists in order to achieve the maximum level of effort and
performance.

Overall, choosing an appropriate assessment instrument can be a
complex process. Validity and reliability criteria are essential in
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determining that a test has been constructed properly. In addition, there
are many practical criteria to consider, such as the norming group and
logistical issues. Test publishers often provide this information, but
other references are available that compare various tests on key
parameters. In the next section, we provide several resources to help
prospective test users choose appropriate assessment instruments.

Resources for Test Information

The following resources are but a few of the tools available for
selecting and evaluating tests. This list is not inclusive and we encourage
you also to review test publishers’ brochures and Internet resources.

Nonevaluative Descriptive Resources

Several resources assist test users in finding assessment
instruments that measure specific traits. These resources provide
information only about the test instrument itself, without any reviews
or critiques. Hence, these resources are often used in conjunction with
evaluative descriptive resources.

The newest edition of Tests: A Comprehensive Reference for
Assessments in Psychology, Education, and Business (Maddox, 1996)
is available from Pro-Ed, Inc. (website: www.proedinc.com). Currently
in its fourth edition, this reference provides updated information on
approximately 2,000 assessment instruments in the fields of psychology,
education, and business. The following information is provided for each
test: purpose, a concise description, scoring procedures, cost, and
publisher contact information. A second nonevaluative resource is Tests
in Print, a bibliography of all commercially available tests currently in
print and available to users. The current edition, Tests in Print VI
(Murphy, Plake, Impara, & Spies, 2002), is available through the Buros
Institute of Mental Measurements at the University of Nebraska in
Lincoln (website: www.unl.edu/buros/).

Evaluative Descriptive Resources

Once you have located specific tests that may fit your needs, we
recommend you locate critiques of the tests. The nonevaluative
descriptive resources provide information about psychometric properties
(i.e., reliability and validity) of the test, but reviews and critiques provide
information about the pros and cons of the use of the test. There are
several convenient test-review resources available, two of which were
mentioned previously.
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As a joint project, the ERIC Clearinghouse on Assessment and
Evaluation, the Library and Reference Services Division of the
Educational Testing Service, the Buros Institute, the Region III
Comprehensive Center at George Washington University, and Pro-Ed
test publishers have created the Test Locator (available from
www.ericae.net/testcol.htm). It contains descriptions of more than
10,000 tests and research instruments that are available through test
publishers, and in journal articles or book chapters, as well as reviews
and critiques. (A test review search is also offered at the Buros Institute
website.)

Another resource available from the Buros Institute (www.unl.edu/
buros/) is the Mental Measurements Yearbook (Plake, Impara, & Spies,
2003), which is available in hardback, on CD-ROM, and as Silver Platter
services for libraries. This resource is a compilation of reviews and
critiques for current assessment instruments.

-~ Additionally, several publishing companies publish reviews of
test instruments. For example, Pro-Ed, Inc. (www.proedinc.com)
publishes A User’s Guide to Tests in Print, currently in its second edition
(Hammill, Brown, and Bryant, 1992). This book includes objective
test evaluations with recommendation ratings based on accepted
psychometric principles. It lists more than 250 tests, with more than
2,000 test scores reviewed. Another resource from the same publisher
is Test Critiques (Keyser and Sweetland, 1994). This compilation
contains reviews and in-depth studies of more than 800 of the most
widely used assessment instruments. Each entry provides the reader
with information on the practical applications and uses of the test;
settings in which the test is used; appropriate and inappropriate subjects
for the test; and guidelines for administration, scoring, and interpretation.
Additional resources and references for information about test and
testing issues can be found in chapter 53.

Summary

In the current educational environment, teachers are not only being
challenged to become more knowledgeable about tests and test
interpretation, but also being required to gain the knowledge and skills
to select tests appropriately. Competency in test selection depends upon
understanding the test’s purpose, as well as knowing how to evaluate
its quality. It is also important to research the usability of the instrument
and its applicability in the particular setting where it will be used.
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Chapter 4

Reporting and Interpreting
Test Results

Deborah J. Harris

Tests and assessments are generally administered to gather data
to aid in decision making, either at an individual student level (“What
math class should Kyra be placed in next year?” “Is Heru showing
improvement in science this year?” “Should Jae apply for early
admission to State University?”) or at an aggregated level (“Has our
school shown enough improvement since we adopted the new
curriculum to warrant continuing it?”” “What percentage of our students
is meeting the new state standards, and how do we increase it?”). In
order to incorporate assessment data in informed decision making, test
users need to understand the test results.

Types of Test Scores

Test results are typically reported as scores, both scores for
individuals and scores aggregated over individuals to obtain group
averages. Just as there are many types of assessments, numerous types
of scores can be reported. For most tests, the raw score is the
fundamental score. Ironically, the raw score is seldom the score on
which decisions are based; for many tests, it may not even be reported.

Raw scores are generally derived by counting the number of points
a student obtained on the test administered. For a multiple-choice
achievement test, this might be either the number of questions answered
correctly or the number answered correctly adjusted for guessing. Raw
scores can be useful when all students are administered the same test—
as in a situation where a teacher administers a classroom test to
determine whether to go on to the next science unit or spend more time
on the current one—but they are generally inadequate when students
take different forms of a test. Test developers try to build multiple test
forms to be equivalent, but they are unlikely to be able to make the
forms exactly equal in difficulty; thus, using raw scores would advantage
those students receiving the easier form. (The statistical process of
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equating is used to adjust for these differences when scale or derived
scores are reported; see Angoff, 1971; Petersen, Kolen, & Hoover,
1989).

Although raw scores generally do not appear on score reports,
sometimes percentage correct scores do. For example, the report might
show the number of items answered correctly in a particular content
category or skill area divided by the total number of questions in that
area, to give an idea of whether the student mastered that content or
skill, or needs more instruction in it. Scores typically reported include
normative scores, such as percentile ranks, stanines, and normal curve
equivalents. Percentile ranks provide an indication of how an
individual’s score compares to other scores by reporting the percentage
of examinees in some well-defined group who earned the same or a
lower score. Stanines are integer scores ranging from 1 to 9, with a
mean of 5 and a standard deviation of 1; they are a legacy from the
punch-card days, when it was desirable to have a single-digit standard
score that required only one column of a punch card to record. Normal
curve equivalents are integers ranging from 1 to 99, with a mean of 50
and a standard deviation of 21.06; they are most commonly used for

Chapter 1 evaluation.

In addition to these normative scores, other derived scores may
be reported. Level, category, or proficiency scores are sometimes
reported, as is the case with the National Assessment for Educational
Progress (NAEP), where a student may be categorized as belonging in
one of four categories, such as Proficient. These scores generally have
descriptors associated with them that describe what a student receiving
a particular classification is likely able to do. Developmental scores
show a student’s position on a developmental continuum; an illustration
is grade equivalents, which try to establish a score scale that ranges
across multiple grade levels, thus facilitating the tracking of a student
over time. Grade equivalents appeal to teachers and parents, who seem
to have an intuitive understanding of what they mean. There are potential
problems with interpreting grade equivalents, especially extreme scores,
such as when a third grader receives a grade equivalent of 8.2, but
parents and educators seem pretty savvy about not over-interpreting
these results in practice.

Often a test developer creates an original score scale for an
assessment, either building in some normative meaning at the time the
scale is developed or building it to have particular properties. For
example, SAT scores are reported on a scale from 200 to 800, originally
scaled to have a mean of 500 and a standard deviation of 100 on a
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particular sample of examinees. ACT Assessment scores are reported
on a scale of 1 to 36, which was developed to try to equalize error
variability along the score scale. Both of these scales have developed
additional interpretations over time, such as what scores may indicate
a student is ready for initial placement into a standard English
composition course at a particular college.

Many tests report multiple scores. For example, the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills provides a raw score; a developmental standard score,
intended to indicate the student’s location on an achievement continuum;
a grade equivalent, which also indicates the student’s location on an
achievement continuum, but one with equal rates of yearly growth
between each pair of grades; national and local percentile ranks;
stanines; and a normal curve equivalent score (See Hoover et al, 2001,
pp. 13-14).

Petersen, Kolen, and Hoover (1989), and Angoff (1971) provide
extensive discussions of creating and maintaining score scales including
primary and auxiliary score scales, linear and nonlinear transformations
of raw to scale scores, and methods of incorporating additional
information into a score scale when developing it. For example,
Petersen, Kolen and Hoover provide an example of creating a score
scale to provide content meaning (where a particular score is interpreted |
as an indication of what a student knows or can do) or normative
meaning (an example might be a grade equivalent, where a score is
interpreted relative to what a typical student at that grade can do), and
of incorporating score precision information into scores. The increased
use and capabilities of computers in recent years has led to many
technical and sophisticated types of scores, particularly those based on
item response theory and computer-based testing (see Thissen & Wainer,
2001). Mehrens and Lehmann (1991) also provide examples and
discussion of several types of reported scores.

Types of Test Score Interpretations

There are two basic types of score interpretations: norm-referenced
and criterion-referenced.

Norm-referenced interpretations provide meaning by comparing
a student’s performance to that of a well-defined group of examinees,
such as a nationally representative sample of fifth graders from public
and private schools in the United States. How informative the
comparison is depends in part on how representative the norm group
is, how relevant it is to the comparison one is interested in making, and
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how recently the data were gathered. Other issues also come into play,
such as how motivated the examinees in the norm group were, whether
the data were gathered under standardized conditions, and whether the
norms are empirical, versus interpolated or extrapolated from other
data. For example, if one is interested in being selected for a special
program for which there are limited slots, one is probably most interested
in comparing one’s score to the scores of other applicants. A comparison
with the general public may be of less interest and relevance. Percentile
ranks are easy to identify as norm-referenced scores. The nature of
other scores, such as grade equivalents, may be harder to identify. For
example, is a particular grade equivalent established using empirical
data or using judgmental methods? It is important to remember that
norm-referenced interpretations indicate how students actually
performed, not how they should perform. A student’s norm-referenced
scores indicate simply how the student scored compared to other
students, not whether the student is functioning at an acceptable level.

To address the issue of performance quality, criterion-referenced
interpretations provide score information based on a set of criteria,
generally skills or knowledge. Such a score represents what a student
knows or can do. An example would be a score from a writing
assessment that is linked to a rubric detailing what skills a student
receiving that score has demonstrated and failed to demonstrate (e.g.,
“Used strong voice”; “Lack of subject-verb agreement”).

The difficulty in developing criterion-referenced interpretations
is to define clearly the domain or skill. If the ability to add two single-
digit non-negative integers is the skill of interest, one could write out
all the possible problems (i.e.,0+0;0+1; 1 +0...9+9), randomly
select some to be placed on a test, and use the percentage correct on the
test as an estimate of the percentage of the entire domain the student
knows. Other skills and content areas are much more difficult to define
accurately, however; consider “appreciates literature,” “demonstrates
appropriate grammar,” or “understands Shakespeare’s tragedies.”

Rarely is a test score interpretation purely norm-referenced or
purely criterion- referenced. That is, generally one is not interested in a
normative comparison without addressing content, nor is one interested
in criterion-referenced interpretations without knowing what reasonable
expectations are. For example, a parent of a young child is interested in
assessing both whether the child can read successfully (criterion-
referenced) and whether the child is progressing in line with his or her
peers (norm-referenced).
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Information Needed to Interpret Test Results

A test developer has the responsibility to inform a test user of the
characteristics of the test, such as content specifications, reliability,
validity for particular score uses, and how score scales are developed.
The onus is also on the test developer to describe how the test user
should use the scores. The test user is responsible for adhering to the
cautions, qualifiers, and limitations provided by the test developer. The
test user is also responsible for following the administration conditions
and for maintaining the integrity of the test. For example, if a test user
ignores instructions not to allow calculators, does not time the test as
instructed, or allows students to work collaboratively when the
directions forbid it, the scores reported for the user’s students will not
be comparable to scores obtained when the instructions were followed.
This will affect both norm-referenced and criterion-referenced
interpretations.

The test developer needs to provide good descriptions of the norm
group for any normative scores, so the test user will be able to determine
if the normative comparison is appropriate for his or her test takers.
The test developer also needs to describe how domains and skills were
defined, how levels were established (if level scores are reported), and -
how score scales were developed for scale scores. The test developer
should also provide information regarding how accurate scores are likely
to be, either as classification consistencies or conditional standard errors
of measurement, as well as reliabilities.

The test developer and the test user share responsibility for
providing validity evidence for particular score uses. Whereas the test
developer is responsible for providing evidence for any uses he or she
recommends, the test user is responsible either for ensuring that his or
her specific use of the test is encompassed by the test developer’s
recommendations or for providing additional validity evidence for the
specific use. Test developers are also responsible for cautioning test
users against likely misinterpretations of test results—such as taking a
percentile rank table developed for use with individual student scores
and using it to try to find a percentile rank for an entire school, based
on an aggregated school mean score.

Test scores should never be interpreted in a vacuum, but instead
considered in light of pertinent factors: how the scores are computed,
who the norm groups consist of, the test content, whether the test is
speeded, the administration conditions, the standard error of
measurement, and so on. The type of decision to be made also influences
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how the test score is interpreted: The same score earned by two very
disparate students might be interpreted differently; for example, as
exceptional progress for one and average progress for the other.

Interpreting Results from a Modified Test

There are excellent reasons for modifying an existing test to
accommodate practical considerations of assessment or for a particular
goal, as in the following examples:

* changing the administration conditions to allow a student
with visual impairment the use of a reader;

» extending the time limits for a student who works unusually
slowly (for example, a student with a hand in a cast);

* changing the mode of delivery by allowing a test to be
delivered on a computer or permitting the use of calculators
on a mathematical reasoning test;

» eliminating some items to decrease the amount of time spent
away from classroom instruction; or

e translating the test into a different language to allow students
with limited English proficiency to take it in their native
language. ‘

Any or all of these modifications may improve the validity of the
assessment scores for the particular use the test user has in mind. That
is, a math test given in Spanish may be a more valid measure of math
ability for a particular student than a math test given in English.
However, test scores that have been derived based on standard
conditions must be interpreted with caution when those conditions have
been altered. This applies to normative scores when the standardized
conditions under which the norms were obtained are altered, and to
derived scores when the raw-to-scale-score conversions were obtained
under standardized conditions. Context effects have been found to affect
test scores in ways that appear unpredictable, and therefore caution
must be exercised in interpreting scores from a test that has been altered
in any way. For example, switching the order of the tests in a battery to
accommodate a school lunch schedule may or may not affect the test
scores. Small differences—such as changing the order of administration
of the tests, or deleting some items and modifying the time limits
accordingly—have been shown to have unanticipated effects. Itis wise
to err on the side of caution when using data from modified tests for
decision making. As the Standards for Educational and Psychological
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Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999, p. 61) state, “Although
accommodations are made with the intent of maintaining score
comparability, the extent to which that is possible may not be known.”

Rationale and Procedures for Setting Performance Standards

Numerous procedures exist for setting performance standards (see,
e.g., Cizek, 2001), but the Angoff method is perhaps the most widely
used (Angoff, 1971). This method requires a group of trained panelists
to estimate the probability that a “minimally acceptable person” would
answer items on the test correctly. Generally, the first step in an
educational setting is to develop narrative descriptors of what content
a student at each level should know and what skills the student should
possess. The second step is to select panelists to participate in the
process. Next, the panelists are trained in internalizing the descriptors.
This is an extremely important step, as panelists cannot be expected to
determine how a Basic-level student would perform on a given item if
they do not really understand what “Basic” means.

Once panelists understand what skills or knowledge is typical of
a category, they are asked to picture a student who minimally meets
that category of requirements and to judge how this student would
respond to items on a test. For example, what is the probability that a
minimally Basic student would get a particular item correct? These
probabilities are then averaged across panelists and across items to arrive
at a cutoff score for the Basic category.

The setting of performance standards is generally an iterative
process in which panelists receive feedback data, which might include
other panelists’ ratings; empirical data on how students actually
performed on the test items; and impact data, or what percentage of
students in a particular group would be classified in each category based
on the proposed cutoff scores. Setting performance levels is a very
complicated procedure calling for a great deal of judgment. Decisions
regarding the selection and training of the panelists, the number of
rounds of ratings to hold, how to derive the ratings themselves, what
feedback to provide to panelists, and others all require human judgment.
Cizek (2001), Green (1996), and Hansche (1998) provide a great deal
of additional detail for the interested reader.
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Information Needed to Interpret Test Scores Correctly

To use test scores as one piece of data in making a well-informed
decision, the test user must be clear on what the test scores mean. The
most important consideration is the test content: what knowledge and
skills are being tested, and how they are being tested. For example,
does a reading comprehension test use novel material or material a
student would likely have seen before? Is the test administered under
somewhat hurried conditions, or would almost all students have enough
time to complete the assessment? For a math test, are calculators allowed
or prohibited?

Knowing what is tested is the most important aspect of interpreting
test scores, but it is by no means the only consideration. Many scores
(such as percentile ranks) are derived using a norm group. In order to
interpret these scores accurately, one must be knowledgeable regarding
the conditions under which the data were collected. Was it an operational
administration or a special study where the examinees were unlikely to
be motivated? How were the data edited? Other important information
concerns score precision: how accurate a score is likely to be. For
example, if an examinee is reported as being Proficient, how likely is
the examinee to be classified as Proficient again, if the same test, or an
alternate form of the test, were administered a second time? Most tests
are accompanied by some type of reliability or score precision
information, but the user must discern whether the information provided
is relevant to his or her needs. For example, knowing the internal
consistency of a test may not be of as much interest as knowing the
classification consistency for a particular score use. Some test score
scales, such as the ACT Assessment 1 to 36 scale, have tried to
incorporate score precision information into the actual score scale, or
to report scores as bands instead of single points, to illustrate
measurement error.

Test users need continually to remember that the norms provided
with test results are not standards that students must achieve. Not all
students will score above the median for a test; not all students will
show one year’s growth in 12 months’ time on a particular score scale.
Many scores do not have equal units, meaning that progressing from
one score point to another will indicate different amounts of change in
different parts of the score scale.

A final point to remember is that scores from one test are not
necessarily comparable to scores on another test, even if both scores
are termed “grade equivalents” or “national percentile ranks.” Different
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test developers use different norming samples and calculate grade
equivalents using different methodologies. Different tests also generally
cover different content, have different administration conditions, and
are scored and scaled in different ways. One must be cautious when
trying to compare scores from different tests.

Timely Provision of Test Results

Tests are administered to obtain data to inform decision making.
Therefore, it is important to obtain those data in a timely manner, before
the decisions need to be implemented or the data become so dated they
are no longer of value. If a student takes a college entrance exam, the
results are needed quickly enough to allow the student time to consider
the results, in conjunction with other information, and decide whether
or not to apply to a particular college prior to the application deadline.
How quickly results are needed will depend on particular circumstances,
but sooner is better than later. Faster scanners, electronic scoring,
computerized score reports, and electronic delivery of score reports all
have the potential to speed up the delivery of test results without
sacrificing quality.

An additional consideration is who receives test result information.
For many educational decisions, there are numerous stakeholders:
students, parents, teachers, counselors, administrators, and the public
in general. Who receives test score information, and of what type,
depends on legal, confidentiality, practical, and situational factors. For
example, a young child may not be capable of understanding what a
particular derived score means so need not be given that information; a
school board may receive aggregate score information for the district
but not the particular score information for Pat Smith.

Basing Decisions on Multiple Sources of Information

Because no single test is likely to be comprehensive enough to
encompass all the content one is interested in assessing, or to be reliable
enough to measure a student’s true ability without error, it is important
to rely on multiple measures when making decisions, particularly if
the decisions are virtually irreversible, long term, or high stakes. The
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al.,
1999, p. 146) makes this explicit, stating in Standard 13.7: “In
educational settings, a decision or characterization that will have major
impact on a student should not be made on the basis of a single test
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score.”

Most test developers appear to be in agreement with the standards
on this point, also cautioning test users not to rely on a single measure
when making a decision. For example, the interpretive guide for the
Iowa Tests of Educational Development (University of Iowa, 1994, p.
95) cautions, “Throughout this Guide, stress has been placed on the
necessity of interpreting test results in relation to other available
information about students. Any profile of test scores either for an
individual student or for a group of students can be misleading if
considered without regard to other factors such as classroom
performance, interests, expectations, and aspirations.” Teachers,
counselors, administrators, parents, and the students themselves have
knowledge that cannot be obtained from a test score. Likewise, test
scores provide information not readily obtainable from other sources.
Pieces of knowledge pooled from multiple sources augment each other,
and the result is more complete information on which to base a decision.

~

Some Final Aspects of Test Score Interpretation

.For some uses, one is not interested just in the scores from a
particular test, but instead wishes to compare scores across different
forms of the test. For example, one may wish to compare scores for
this year’s fourth graders with those from last year, or one may wish to
test students before and after they receive an intervention. In order to
make these types of comparisons, it is necessary that the scores on the
different forms be comparable, usually through a statistical adjustment
called equating. Test developers who offer different forms of a test
should discuss how they ensure that scores from the different forms
may be used interchangeably.

In addition to investigating the technical characteristics of the
test scores that are reported, the test user needs to ensure the integrity
of the scores obtained by the students. This requires adhering to the
administration conditions prescribed by the test developer (e.g.,
regarding timing or use of calculators and dictionaries), and preventing
examinees from obtaining inappropriate scores through fraudulent
means (such as copying). It also means attempting to motivate students
to try their best on the test.

Tests are given to obtain data to inform educational decisions. To
the extent that the test user understands the scores from those tests, and
the scores are appropriate for the decisions he or she is attempting to
make, the decisions will be well informed. By relying on test scores in
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conjunction with additional information; by ensuring that the test
developer has provided complete information regarding how the tests
were constructed, how the score scales and norms were developed, and
how the scores should be used; and by becoming familiar with all this
information, the test user becomes able to make better educational
decisions using test results.
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Chapter 5

Informing Test Takers
William D. Schafer

Three groups of persons are involved in the testing enterprise:
test producers, test users, and test takers. A wide literature is available
to guide the first two groups, but only recently have measurement
professionals considered the interests of test takers in any careful way.
Yet there is a real advantage in a conscientious attempt to meet the
information needs of test takers. Examinees who understand the nature
of an upcoming assessment are likely to be more motivated to do well
on if, be able to prepare themselves better, and make better use of the
test results than examinees who are confronted with an ill-defined event.
Moreover, if the mechanical details of preparing for and completing an
assessment are explained to test takers, there will probably be less error
in their scores caused by factors other than the construct being assessed,
which enhances the reliability and validity of the assessment. Finally,
informing test takers is simply the responsible thing to do.

This chapter will draw material from four statements from
professional groups that are relevant to our topic:

Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (3rd ed.). A joint
statement of the American Educational Research Association (AERA),
the American Psychological Association (APA), and the National
Council on Measurement in Education (NCME) issued in 1999, these
standards are recognized as the most authoritative source of
psychometric best practice. A committee of accomplished association
representatives developed each edition, and their work has been the
result of much deliberation and public review. If any other source or
set of guidelines conflicts with it, these standards should take
precedence. (For more information on the application of these standards
to educatonal testing, see chapter 35.)

Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education. The Code of Fair Testing
Practices was developed by the Joint Committee on Testing Practices
(JCTP, 2002). A distillation of key concepts from the Standards for
Educational and Psychological Testing, the Code of Fair Testing
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Practices offers less technical guidance to test users and policymakers.
The current version is a revision of the original code developed by the
same group in 1988. The statement has been endorsed by virtually all
major test publishers.

Code of Professional Responsibilities in Educational Measurement.
The Code of Professional Responsibilities was developed in 1995 by
the NCME, a body of educational practitioners working in the schools.
Several of the statements in this guide to professionally responsible
practice are directly relevant to informing test takers.

Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers: Guidelines and
Expectations. The final source is another statement of the JCTP (2000).
The first description that applies broadly and directly to test takers, it
has been endorsed by several measurement-related organizations.

Organization of This Chapter

There are phases of test development and use: development,
administration, scoring, and interpretation. This chapter is divided into
sections corresponding to these phases. Individuals involved in all four
phases—both producers and users of tests—share the responsibility to
inform test takers; no assessment professional should assume someone
else will attend to any of this important task without satisfying himself
or herself that it will be done. To do otherwise would contradict the
clear statements of several respected organizations of measurement
professionals and thus would constitute irresponsible practice.

This volume is intended for educational practitioners. Because
classroom assessments developed by their teachers constitute the great
majority of testing in education, these sorts of tests will be emphasized.
Yet other sorts of tests are also important, including standardized tests.
More effort is expended in their development, and they are typically
less prone to misuse. When misuse does occur, however, it is commonly
the result of poorly trained administrators or poorly informed test takers.

Finally, a clear purpose of informing test takers is to make sure
the assessment is fair and is used fairly. Some of the statements in the
sources used here are directly aimed at ensuring fairness through
informing test takers. Other statements of the testing profession also
address enhancing fairness but are only tangentially related to
information flow. Nevertheless, those statements are included here
because only when a test is fair can it be presented as such to test takers,
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who certainly have a fundamental expectation that they are neither
advantaged nor disadvantaged by irrelevant assessment characteristics,
an excellent definition of fairness.

The content of this chapter is presented as a set of 26
recommendations. These are intended as positive statements or
guidelines for test users to consider as they develop, administer, score,
and interpret assessments. The 26 guidelines will be grouped according
the four assessment functions: development, administration, scoring,
and interpretation. These are fairly well-defined activities, and it is
usually clear which role a professional is engaged in at any given time.
This should help a reader focus on the appropriate material so as to
make use of the chapter to enhance fairness in his or her future
assessment efforts.

Development of Assessments

The Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education asks test
producers to define what each test measures and what purposes it should
be used for. They are also asked to describe the process of test
development and to explain how the content and skills to be tested
were selected. Certain steps in writing an assessment enable that to
happen:

1. Base assessments on a clearly defined domain. Examinees
expect a test to conform to what they understand it should
cover. For example, an achievement test should cover a
certain domain of knowledge and skills. Students should
expect a test that does not mislead them into giving wrong
answers nor reward them with an artificially high score
for guessing or bluffing, because these skills are not part
of the domain of the assessment. Finally, a test that is
face valid looks to examinees like it measures when they
think it should, which enhances their motivation to
succeed.

2. Cover the full range of psychological components, such
as thinking skills and processes for cognitive tests.
Assuming you have included higher-order thinking skills
in your instruction, your assessments should prompt
students to use the material intellectually, not merely echo
memorized material. If tests cover only memorization,
the students will merely memorize facts in their test
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preparation.

3. Test content that is important for students to know or be
able to do as opposed to isolated trivia. Ask yourself what
students need to come away with from the course. Tests
should focus on what educators who teach that course
would agree is important.

4. Cover content in proportion to its coverage in instruction.
The test should be representative of what students are
supposed to be studying. The best guide for both teacher
and student to the appropriate proportions of content is
the relative amounts of time spent on those topics during
instruction.

5. Make sure all contexts and expressions are equally familiar
and interesting to all students. A challenge in developing
assessments is to make sure no student is advantaged or
disadvantaged because of his or her background. Avoid
topics or language that are better known or more
intriguing to some students than to others. For example,
an item that asks students to plot points on a grid in the
context of the job of an air-traffic controller would
probably be more easily understood by affluent students
who live near cities than by economically disadvantaged
students in rural settings. Traditional gender interests (e.g.,
child rearing, sports) are better avoided too. If creating
neutral contexts is impossible, then at least try to make
sure the questions that favor some students are balanced
with other questions that favor the rest.

6. Avoid topics that are sensitive and may elicit emotional
reactions in some students, possibly interfering with their
best test performance. For example, an item dealing with
death may be difficult to respond to for a student who
has experienced a recent death in the family. Similarly,
items that are based on stereotypes of minority groups or
that assume certain positions on controversial topics—
like religion, gun control, or abortion—can cause
reactions in students that make it difficult for them to
show what they can do. Unless course objectives relate
to such topics, including them on an assessment may
result in invalidity due to discrimination against these
students.
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Administration of Assessments

Assessment administration has two phases: before the assessment
and during the assessment. In each case, fairness requires that certain
information be shared with all examinees.

Before the Assessment

7. Provide examinees with a statement of test-takers’ rights
and responsibilities well in advance of the test. According
to the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers, all
examinees have a right to be informed of their rights and
responsibilities as test takers. The Rights and
Responsibilities document is a clear and concise statement
designed for all examinees. It should be a routine handout
whenever assessments are administered under the
guidelines of an institution such as a school. A copy of
this document is found on the supplementary compact
disc that accompanies this book.

8. Ensure that all students have had equivalent and adequate
opportunities to prepare for the assessment. Whether or
not each student has learned as much as he or she can, at
least each should have an equal chance to do so. If a
student is given extra practice time or materials that are
not given to others, the others likely will not feel that
they have been treated fairly. With respect to professional
statements, this principle can be related to a decision about
whether or not to take an assessment. The Rights and
Responsibilities of Test Takers states that an examinee
has a right to know if a test is optional and to know the
consequences of taking or not taking the test, fully
completing the test, or canceling the scores. The examinee
may need to ask questions to learn these consequences.
Similarly, a statement in the Code of Fair Testing
Practices indicates that when a test is optional, the test
user should provide test takers or their parents or
guardians with sufficient information to help them make
a judgment about whether the student should take the
test or an available alternative assessment. Although these
statements do not speak directly to opportunity to learn,
they indicate the importance of providing examinees with
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the information they need to decide on their own whether
an assessment is appropriate for them. Clearly, that
decision will be affected by whether students have been
or should have been adequately prepared.

9. Announce assessments in plenty of time for students to
prepare for them. There are three fundamental reasons
for this. First, students need to know what will be covered
and how they will be asked to show their achievement in
order to make decisions about how to prepare themselves.
Second, students need to know when and where to appear
for the assessment and what to bring with them. This
requires their being informed about the logistics of the
assessment. Finally, an unannounced assessment is a
surprise assessment. Students’ learning styles differ: Some
will stay up to date with the information whereas others
will put in extra effort when they need it most. A surprise
assessment rewards the former and punishes the latter.
Yet these learning styles are not part of the material to be
learned. Thus, it is fairer to announce assessments in
advance, in order to motivate students to study.

Numerous statements in the professional positions cited here
support the need for advance preparation for testing. For example,
according to the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers, students
are responsible for knowing, in advance of testing, when the test will
be given, if and when the results will be available to them, and whether
they are expected to pay any fees for testing services.

The Code of Professional Responsibilities in Educational
Measurement contains a statement intended to enable students to satisfy
this responsibility; the statement indicates the test user should inform
examinees about the assessment prior to its administration, including
the purposes, uses, and consequences of the assessment; how it will be
judged or scored; how results will be kept on file; who will have access
to results; how results will be distributed; and what rights examinees
have before, during, and after the assessment. Further, the Code of
Professional Responsibilities indicates test users should (a) provide
appropriate opportunities for individuals to ask questions about
assessment procedures or directions before administration, (b) inform
persons involved in the assessment process how test results may affect
them, (c) disclose whether and how long the results will be kept on file,
(d) outline the procedures for appeal and rescoring, and (e) state the
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rights examinees and others have to the test information, and how long
these rights may be exercised.

According to the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers,
examinees have a right to receive a brief explanation prior to testing
about the purpose or purposes for the assessment, the kinds of tests
that will be used, whether and to whom the results will be reported, and
planned uses of the results. Individual examinees also have the right to
present any concerns about the testing process or their results and to
receive information about procedures that will be used to address their
concerns.

If a student has a disability, the Rights and Responsibilities of
Test Takers specifies that he or she has the right to ask about and receive
information regarding testing accommodations. If the student has
difficulty in understanding the language of the test, he or she has the
right to learn in advance of testing whether language accommodations
are available. Thus, students who may be challenged by their status as
learners of the language of the test or by physical limitations such as
blindness may learn about available accommodations such as bilingual
dictionaries or brailled versions of the test.

According to the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers, with
these rights come certain responsibilities. It is the examinee’s
responsibility to know what his or her rights and responsibilities are.
The examinee also has the responsibility to read or listen to the
descriptive information provided in advance of testing and to listen
carefully to all test instructions. He or she should inform an examiner
prior to testing if an assessment accommodation is desired or if a
physical condition or illness exists that might interfere with best
performance on the assessment. If an examinee has difficulty
understanding the language of the test, it is his or her responsibility to
inform an examiner of this.

Finally, the Code of Professional Responsibilities in Educational
Measurement specifies that test producers must communicate to
potential users, before any purchase or use, of all the applicable fees
associated with the assessment products and services. Similarly, the
Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers specifies that examinees have
the responsibility to know when and where the assessment will be given,
to pay for the test if required, to appear on time with required materials,
and to be ready to be tested.

10. Make sure examinees are familiar with the response
formats on the assessment. If some students are

Informing Test Takers

118



72

uncomfortable with the types of items on an assessment,
they will not have a fair chance to show their achievement.
In such a case, practice with the formats beforehand would
likely help them succeed. According to the Code of Fair
Testing Practices, test producers should provide to
qualified users either representative samples or complete
sets of test directions, questions, answer sheets, manuals,
and score reports. The Code of Fair Testing Practices
goes on to state that test users should provide test takers
with the information they need to familiarize themselves
with the question formats, the directions, and appropriate
strategies for test taking. Further, test users should strive
to make this information equally available to all test
takers. Accordingly, examinees have the responsibility,
according to the Rights and Responsibilities of Test
Takers, to ask questions before testing if they have
uncertainties about why the assessment is being used,
how it is to be given, what they are to be asked to do, and
what is to be done with the results.

During the Assessment

11. Administer the assessment exactly as specified in the
manual, if there is one. Test administration must conform
to standard conditions if scores from different
administration sessions, including those from the norm
group, are to be compared. Accordingly, the Code of
Professional Responsibilities in Educational
Measurement specifies that users should administer
standardized assessments exactly according to the
prescribed procedures and conditions. Further, they
should notify appropriate persons should any nonstandard
conditions occur during testing. As all standardized
administration procedures allow, the Code of Professional
Responsibilities specifies that users should provide
examinees with appropriate opportunities to ask questions
about the test procedures or directions at identified times
during the administration of the test. Should variations
to standardized conditions exist, however, the Rights and
Responsibilities of Test Takers assigns to test takers the
responsibility to inform appropriate persons, specified by
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the agency responsible for testing, if they believe that
these unusual testing conditions may have affected their
performance.

Administer allowable accommodations as specified.
Appropriate accommodations for standardized tests
should be identified in the manual. For nonstandardized
tests, provide administration accommodations when
specified for an individual student according to school
and district procedures. The Code of Professional
Responsibilities in Educational Measurement states that
test users should provide and document all reasonable,
allowable accommodations when administering a test to
people with disabilities or special needs.

If the test is nonstandardized, then allow students
enough time to complete it. Most tests in education will
not assess content that is to be used under time pressure
or in a rushed manner. Therefore, most assessments
should reward quality over speed. Only by allowing
sufficient time that virtually all students have the
opportunity to answer all questions will the effects of
speed of response be eliminated as a barrier to student
performance.

Scoring of Assessments

Score each student’s responses in isolation, without
considering other information about the student. Assign
a score to a student’s answer based strictly on what the
student has done on the assessment, not on other factors.
Were other information (e.g., how the student interacts
in class discussions) to affect the score, all students would
not have an equal chance to do well on the assessment
and therefore the results of the scoring would not be fair.

15. Score using a rubric that awards full credit to a response

that answers the question, as opposed to demanding more
information than asked for to receive full credit. If the
question does not prompt an answer that receives full
credit, then change the question. It is unfair to give
students higher scores for doing more than has been
requested; not all of the students will realize that there
are different (and hidden) directions besides the ones they
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have been told to use.

16. Score using a rubric that does not reward expressions
more typical of one group of students than another. High
scores should be available to all students, regardless of
background, unless they do not possess high levels of
the skill or knowledge being measured. This principle is
commonly violated on items that ask students to take and
defend a position on some issue. The teacher may have a
belief about which position is more tenable and thus
reward students who choose it by more readily agreeing
with their arguments. The highest score should not depend
on which position the student takes.

17. Honor all commitments and return assessments in a timely
manner. The Code of Professional Responsibilities in
Educational Measurement specifies that those who score
tests should provide complete and accurate information
to test users about how the assessment will be scored,
including the schedule, scoring process, rationale for the
approach to scoring, technical characteristics, procedures
for quality control, reporting formats, and fees, if any,
for their services. The Code of Professional
Responsibilities further specifies that scorers should
inform users promptly if there is any deviation in the
planned scoring and reporting schedule or service and
negotiate with users to reach a solution.

18. Allow test takers a reasonable way to challenge how their
work was scored. The Code of Professional
Responsibilities in Educational Measurement states that
scorers should establish, if feasible, a reasonable and fair
process for appeal and possible rescoring of the
assessment.

Interpretation of Assessments

In order to be fair, tests must be used and interpreted accurately.
Further, they must be used with an eye to their limitations. Several
recommendations in the professional statements revolve around these
themes. In addition, I provide some particular recommendations for
teachers who use test scores as bases for grading students.

19. Explain to those who receive test information the
advantages and limitations of tests in clear and accurate
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terms. Especially for naive users, tests seem to yield more
accurate data then they actually can. The Code of
Professional Responsibilities in Educational
Measurement notes that users should provide to those
who receive assessment results details about the
assessment, its purposes, its limitations, and what is
necessary for proper interpretation of the results.
Regarding individual score reports, the Code of
Professional Responsibilities goes on to recommend that
recipients receive a report containing an understandable,
written description of any reported scores, including
proper interpretations and likely misinterpretations.

The Code of Fair Testing Practices asks test users to avoid misuses
of test results. For example, providing impoverished educational
oppertunities for students who score low on an intelligence test would
constitute a misuse of the test but is nevertheless a not unlikely result.
Similarly, the Code of Professional Responsibilities recommends that
test users interpret, use, and communicate scores in an informed,
objective, and fair manner, in the context of the test’s limitations and in
the light of the potential consequences of use.

20. Accurately represent the nature of norms. When norms

21.

are a factor in interpretation, the adequacy of the norms
should become part of the interpretation of test scores.
Thus, the Code of Professional Responsibilities
recommends that users evaluate and explain the adequacy
and appropriateness of any norms or standards that are
used In interpreting assessment results. Similarly, the
Code of Fair Testing Practices asks users to take into
account whatever major differences may exist between
the norm groups and the actual test takers, and any
differences in test administration, as they interpret scores.
The Code of Fair Testing Practices goes on to recommend
interpreting results carefully if modifications have been
made for individuals with disabilities.

Communicate scores to appropriate audiences in an
accurate and timely way, taking into account the
limitations of the scores. There are three components to
this recommendation. First, information about how
individual examinees scored on a test should be released
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only to appropriate persons, usually the test taker if age
appropriate, the parents or guardians, and institutional
representatives. The Code of Professional Responsibilities
states that test users should release results of the
assessment only to those persons entitled to them by law
(i.e., the examinee or his or her parent or guardian) or to
those designated by the agency contracting for the testing
services.

The second issue is that test information should be released in
understandable and timely reports. The Rights and Responsibilities of
Test Takers indicates that examinees have a right to receive an
explanation of their test results within a reasonable time period after
testing and in terms that are commonly understood. The Code of Fair
Testing Practices indicates that test takers should be provided with easily
understood and timely score reports that describe test performance
accurately and clearly. Test takers should also receive an explanation
of the meaning and limitations of reported scores. The Code of
Professional Responsibilities indicates that test users should
communicate the results of the assessment to appropriate audiences in
a timely and understandable manner; the communication should include
proper interpretations as well as likely misinterpretations.

The third issue is that test users have a responsibility to ensure
that others use test results in responsible ways. Thus, the Code of
Professional Responsibilities in Educational Measurement indicates
that users should avoid providing reports that are inaccurate, claims
that are unsubstantiated, or interpretations that are inappropriate, false,
or misleading about assessment results, and should also actively
discourage others from doing so. The Code of Professional
Responsibilities asks users to develop test score reports and other support
materials that promote understanding of test results, and to correct
substantive inaccuracies in assessments or supporting materials as soon
as is feasible.

22. Allow test takers (or their representatives) reasonable
opportunities to challenge or otherwise correct their
results. The Code of Fair Testing Practices asks users to
provide test takers or their parents or guardians with
information about any rights they have to obtain a copy
of the test and answer sheets, to retake the test, to have
the test rescored, or to cancel the scores. The Code of
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Fair Testing Practices also specifies that users should
describe how test takers or their parents or guardians may
register complaints and have problems resolved, should
explain to test takers or their parents or guardians how
long the scores will be kept on file, and should specify
when and to whom test scores will and will not be
released. Finally, the Code of Professional
Responsibilities in Educational Measurement asks users
to provide corrected assessment results to the examinee
as quickly as practicable if errors are found that could
affect inferences drawn from the scores.

Because assigning grades is a common use of test scores in schools,
several recommendations are oriented toward how tests should be
represented in teachers’ grading.

23. Base grades on end-of-unit (summative) assessments
rather than formative assessment used to make decisions
about learning in progress. The latter are diagnostic and
are intended to help teachers and students accomplish
learning. Because grades are supposed to certify
attainment, they should be based on assessments
administered after learning has taken place.

24. Base grades on a variety of assessment formats. Students
are likely to have different preferred assessment formats.
Some students may be advantaged by essay tests, others
by selected-response tests, still others by performance
assessments, and others by papers and projects. Basing
grades on a variety of formats minimizes the chance that
some students receive an unfair advantage.

25. Base grades on multiple assessments over time. As with
test formats, grades should depend on several assessments
taken at different times. The Code of Professional
Responsibilities in Educational Measurement states that
whenever possible those who interpret assessments
should use multiple types and sources of information
about persons in making educational decisions. Ideally,
grades should be based on multiple types of information
gathered throughout a marking period instead of
information from one single test at the end.

26. If factors existed that may have made a student’s
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performance atypical on an assessment, the importance
of the student’s score on that assessment should be
minimized in grading. If a student has not had the chance
to do his or her best, then basing a grade (or other
important decision) on that score is not only inaccurate,
it is unfair. It misinforms anyone who interprets it.

Conclusion

Educational professions have a great deal of control over the
assessments they use. It is rare that anyone questions how a teacher
tests students or what a counselor infers and communicates about a
student from his or her responses on a test. Nevertheless, developing
and using tests fairly, with an open and honest sharing of relevant
information between the test user and the test taker, is an ideal toward
which we all should strive. Not only is it simply the ethical thing to do,
it promotes more effective use of better information from assessments.
I hope that this chapter can promote that goal by presenting positive
recommendations within an efficient organization.
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Chapter 6
/Il Fair and Valid Use of Educational
Testing in Grades K-12

\ Janet E. Helms

In the United States, standardized educational tests have been used
for assessment purposes (e.g., classification and diagnosis) in grades K
through 12 almost since the inception of the testing movement in the
early 1900s (Domino, 2000).

Assessment refers in part to the process of using test scores to
make decisions that affect the educational conditions of individual
students. Although the assessment process may involve making use of
information obtained from the testing process (e.g., test development,
administration, scoring, and interpretation), its focus is the individual
rather than the group.

Test scores are used for assessment purposes in the following
situations: (a) determining whether a student needs to be placed in a
remedial or an accelerated educational environment, (b) permitting a
student to advance to the next grade or to graduate, and (c) evaluating
the student’s mastery of academic content or skills. Because test-based
assessment can have wide-ranging positive or negative effects on K—
12 students, the test user must ensure that the tests used for assessment
purposes are used fairly and yield valid scores for each student.

Fair and valid use of educational testing is most problematic when
the student being evaluated differs from the test developer’s validation
(i.e., norm) group on critical dimensions (e.g., ethnicity, social class,
racial socialization, physical abilities) that might affect the student’s
responses and reactions to the testing situation or the test user’s
interpretations of the student’s test results. On a national level, the K—
12 population is characterized by children and adolescents whose home
environments reflect a diversity of spoken languages, ethnic and cultural
customs and traditions, economic resources, and racial socialization
experiences (Helms, 1997). Any of these factors might result in
individual test scores measuring constructs that are irrelevant for the
intended use of the test. Fair and valid use of tests requires recognition
of such construct-irrelevant factors and compensatory efforts to exclude
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these factors from the assessment process.

In this chapter, I discuss some of the issues related to fair and
valid use of testing for assessment purposes when construct-irrelevant
variance is a potential influence on the quality of students’ test
performance. Although the current Standards for Educational and
Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) addresses issues
of validity and fair testing throughout, chapters 1 (“Validity”), 7
(“Fairness in Testing”), 9 (“Testing Individuals of Diverse Linguistic
Backgrounds™), and 10 (“Testing Individuals With Disabilities™) are
the focus of this chapter.

Valid Use of Testing

Validity is defined as “the degree to which evidence and theory
support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed uses of
tests” (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999, p. 9). In other words, if the test
developer intends a test to be used for particular assessment purposes
(e.g., diagnosis, classification), then the test developer must provide
the theoretical rationale as to why such usage is appropriate, as well as
empirical information that supports such usage. The test user, in turn,
must determine whether the focus of the test seems to match her or his
assessment needs.

Empirical validity evidence may be obtained in a variety of ways,
including correlations between test scores and intended criteria,
criterion-group comparisons, and psychometric investigations of the
internal structure of the test. Validation methods typically occur at the
group level. Validation studies will ordinarily help clarify what cognitive
abilities or skills the test under consideration actually seems to measure.
It is on the basis of this group-level validity evidence that the test user
or educational assessor must make an initial decision with respect to
the appropriateness or validity of the test for assessing the individual
student.

Decision making on the part of the test user requires specification
of the types of criteria that are relevant to the assessment process (i.e.,
that the test is intended to describe or predict). The assessor should
have in mind multiple (ideally nontest) measures of the relevant
construct. So, for example, if test scores are being used to assess
academic achievement in a particular domain, then alternatives to test
scores might be grades or teacher evaluations in that domain. One can
have greater faith in the validity of the assessment process when multiple
sources present the same picture of the test taker.

Fair and Valid Use ] 28§

i



83

A test may be inappropriate for making decisions with respect to
a particular student even though validity evidence suggests that the test
may be validly used for the typical student. The testing standards or
guidelines of most professional assessment organizations advise that
test developers describe relevant background characteristics of their
norming population as well as the characteristics of the intended test
takers (JCTP, 2002). This type of descriptive information should be
compared with the characteristics of the student who will be assessed
as a means of determining whether there are any obvious differences in
background between the student and the test-development sample or
the test developer’s population specifications. Such discrepancies
potentially make the testing process meaningless (i.e., invalid) for the
assessed student.

With respect to cultural, racial, physical ability status, and
socioeconomic background diversity, the validity of using a test to make
decisions about a student from a background different from the test
development sample in any of these dimensions may be challenged if
the test appears to assess constructs related to background diversity
(1.e., construct-irrelevant variance) rather than the construct defined as
the stated purpose of the test. For example, if a test written in English
is intended to assess students’ reading comprehension, but English is a -
student’s second language, then this bilingual student might obtain a
low test score because he or she uses the language structures of his or
her first language as the model for communicating in English rather
than because he or she does not comprehend English text. A test user
unfamiliar with this possibility might automatically interpret the low
score as a need for remediation in reading skills without examining
additional criteria.

When students’ irrelevant background information (e.g., social
class) influences their test scores, this unintended outcome of the testing
process is a source of systematic variance that is irrelevant to assessment
of the intended construct (e.g., students’ mastery of a mandated
curriculum; Helms, 1997). When the test user or assessor has reason to
believe that measurement of construct-irrelevant variance in the testing
process may have artificially depressed or enhanced a student’s
performance, he or she should seek confirmation of this hypothesis by
examining the a priori alternative criteria. Multiple administrations of
the problematic test, however, do not constitute alternative criteria
because if assessment of irrelevant constructs is problematic on the
first testing occasion, it is likely to be problematic on subsequent testing
occasions for the same reasons.
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Fair Use of Testing

Whereas validity generally refers to characteristics of the testing
process, fair use of tests ultimately refers to the quality of outcomes or
decisions resulting from the testing and assessment processes. In general,
fairness with respect to testing can be defined as impartial use of tests
and interpretation of test results. The current Standards (AERA et al.,
1999) applies the term fairness in the following four ways: (a) tests
that are free from bias, (b) equitable treatment of test takers, (c) equality
of testing outcomes, and (d) equal opportunity to learn. It might be
useful to consider briefly each of these conceptualizations of fair
assessment. For an extended examination beyond what I can present
here, I refer the reader to specific standards by number (shown in
parentheses) as appropriate.

Bias-Free Tests

Deficiencies in a test itself or in the manner in which the test is
used in combination with atypical test taker characteristics may result
in test scores that differ in meaning across groups of test takers as well
as for individual test takers. The existence of bias or lack of bias is
ordinarily inferred from comparisons across demographic (e.g., racial
or ethnic) groups of the internal structure of tests (e.g., test takers’
differential responses to items) or validity evidence. Demographic
groups or categories are usually defined according to societal custom
and are crude proxies for test-relevant psychological processes (e.g.,
different response styles) or socialization experiences (e.g., exposure
to tested material). Consequently, these demographic categories can be
used to describe differences between groups, but not to explain them.
If demographic groups differ, the test user must still be able to search
for likely explanations of the differences in the student’s familial and
school socialization experiences.

Differences between groups in average test scores do not
necessarily signal the presence of demographic test bias. If empirical
studies demonstrate differences in demographic group responses to test
content, in response processes used to answer test items, or in empirical
validity evidence, then the test developer should collect separate validity
data for the counter-normative as well as the normative examinee
population (Standards 7.1, 7.2, 7.6, 7.11, 9.2). Moreover, to rule out
demographic group bias, local test users should collect validity
information in their own settings to make sure that test scores are not
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misrepresenting the abilities, knowledge, or skills of the affected
students—particularly if the local student population is known to differ
from the larger examinee population with respect to demographic
background characteristics.

Haney (1993) reported that the College Board (an affiliation of
2,500 schools and colleges) has offered to help colleges perform local
validity studies. Presumably, assessors who use tests to make decisions
about students in grades K through 12 could also require such services
from test developers as a condition for using their tests. Nevertheless,
datarelevant to demographic test bias as it pertains to individual students
may not be available to aid the assessor in interpreting students’ test
scores. In such cases, common sense will have to prevail. If bias cannot
be ruled out as a factor, then the test user should consider the
appropriateness of using within-group scoring criteria (e.g., local cutoff
scores) as the basis of assessment decisions.

Equitable Treatment

The concept of equitable treatment in the testing process means
impartial treatment at every phase of the process. All test takers should
be tested under equivalent as opposed to the same testing conditions.
For example, unless the stated or intended rationale for test use is
assessment of proficiency in the language of the test, then all test takers
should have the opportunity to be tested in the language in which they
are most proficient (Standards 9.3, 9.4). Test developers may include
in their test manuals information about appropriate test accommodations
for ensuring equivalence of testing conditions with respect to various
demographic groups (Standards 10.1, 10.4), but in case they do not,
test users should familiarize themselves with available empirical
information as well as relevant testing law to help inform their
assessment decision making.

Equitable treatment also involves ensuring that test takers have
comparable opportunities to become familiar with the structure of the
testing process. A fair testing structure includes appropriate testing
conditions and equal opportunities for test takers to familiarize
themselves with the test format, practice materials, and related material
properties of the testing situation that might be expected to interfere
unfairly with a student’s test performance. Moreover, if the test user is
aware that the student’s performance may be enhanced by special
preparation routinely available to other students (e.g., coaching), then
‘he test taker or the test taker’s guardian should be so advised.
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Equality in Testing Outcomes

In the testing literature, fairness of testing outcomes generally
refers to whether the use of test scores unfairly penalizes demographic
group members with respect to selected outcomes (e.g., selection,
promotion, or graduation). As previously mentioned, differences
between groups in test-based outcomes do not necessarily mean that
the testing process is biased against certain groups or individual
members of such groups. Limitations in testing methodology (e.g., less-
than-perfect correlations between criteria and test scores), however,
make it impossible to rule out test bias or unfair use of tests as possible
explanations for between-group differences in outcomes. Common
practice among testing professionals is to use such observed differences
as inspiration for further study of the tests or to infer fairness from
relevant validity evidence, assuming that such evidence has been
obtained under equitable testing conditions for all groups.

Although some professional testing standards require that test
users and developers remove test score variance that is unrelated to the
skills or abilities that are the focus of the assessment, objective
techniques for doing so are not commonly used (Helms, in press). If
test users or assessors can identify appropriate outcome-relevant validity
evidence, they may use inductive reasoning to form hypotheses about
whether outcome decisions affecting individual students from atypical
backgrounds are fair. Multiple criteria related to the intended outcome
will be useful for this purpose.

Opportunity to Learn

Fairness also refers to the extent to which test takers have had
comparable opportunities to learn the material covered by the test. This
use of fairness, which is typically of concern when achievement tests
are used as the basis for decision making, is perhaps the most
controversial. Fair use of tests with respect to this definition requires
that the test user differentiate the test taker’s access to specific resources
(e.g., tested material) from her or his relevant intellectual skills or
abilities.

For example, a student might receive a low score on a mathematics
achievement test because the test covered material to which he or she
had not been exposed. If the student’s grades in mathematics courses
suggest superior skills, then the student’s low test score might reflect a
difference in opportunity rather than a lack of relevant skills. In such
situations, the testing process has assessed construct-irrelevant variance
(i.e., deficient curriculum content). Consequently, assessment decisions
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that penalize the student (e.g., grade retention) are unfair under this
definition of fairness. The test user has a responsibility to review test
content in combination with relevant factors in the test taker’s school
environment to help prevent this type of unfair use of tests (JTCP, 2002).

Conclusion

As the role of tests in students’ lives grows in significance, test
users must acknowledge the diversity of the school-age population as
an important aspect of test development and test use. Many student
characteristics and environmental conditions and practices may interact
and contribute to systematic variance that is irrelevant to measurement
of the construct of interest to the test user or assessor. Fair and valid
use of tests for making high-stakes decisions affecting children and
adolescents requires attention to the racial, cultural, physical ability,
and other background factors that may differentially influence individual
students’ performance on such measures relative to the comparison
groups on which the tests were developed. Moreover, fair and valid
use of tests for assessment purposes means that the test user sometimes
must base high-stakes decisions on the characteristics of the students
and schools in which the student functions rather than on national norms
Or comparison groups.
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Chapter 7

Il Test and Item Bias
What They Are, What They Aren’t, and How

to Detect Them
Barbara B. Ellis & Nambury S. Raju

When laypersons refer to a test as biased, they usually think of
the test as measuring different test takers in different ways. For example,
when someone says that a test of cognitive ability is biased against a
group of test takers, the assumption is that the test systematically
assesses something other than cognitive ability. Laypersons commonly
assume that because there are consistent differences in obtained
cognitive ability for Asians versus Whites, and for Whites versus Blacks,
on tests of cognitive ability, the tests must be biased. The implication
is that these tests are more difficult for some test takers because the
test is composed of items written in a manner that does not account for
cultural differences between these groups of test takers. '

In contrast, no one would argue that a yardstick is a biased measure
of the construct we refer to as height. We do not question that a yardstick
measures height for everyone in the same manner. As a measurement
instrument, we do not suspect that a yardstick is influenced by factors
other than the construct it is intended to measure— height. Thus, when
a yardstick is used to measure two individuals who are equal in height
but who differ in gender or ethnicity, they can be expected to have the
same “score” in terms of inches of height. We feel comfortable saying
the yardstick is an unbiased measurement instrument. Just because the
yardstick is unbiased, however, does not mean that, on average, one
group will be the same in height as another. On average, women are
likely to be somewhat shorter than men, and Hispanics and Asians are
likely to be somewhat shorter than Caucasian Americans or African
Americans. In other words, an unbiased measurement instrument does
not necessarily imply that different groups will have the same average
scores on the construct assessed—groups do differ in average cognitive
ability just as they differ in height. (Chapter 10 addresses socioeconomic
and cultural factors that may interfere with test performance.)

Likewise, when we assess a psychological construct (e.g.,
cognitive ability), we would like to obtain test scores that are not
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influenced by factors that are irrelevant to the construct that the test
intends to measure (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999). For example, scores
should not be influenced by factors such as the test takers’ group
membership but should measure individuals from different groups in
the same manner.

Imagine a test designed to measure the construct of mechanical
reasoning. If test takers are equal in mechanical reasoning ability, even
if they come from different groups, we would expect them to have the
same probability of answering an item correctly. A question with these
characteristics would be considered unbiased. If, on the other hand,
two test takers are equal in mechanical reasoning ability but do not
have the same chance of answering a particular mechanical reasoning
item correctly, we would question whether this item is measuring
mechanical reasoning in the same manner for both examinees. The test
takers in this example are, by definition, equal in mechanical reasoning
and should have the same probability of a correct response. In that
case, we may conclude that the test question is not measuring mechanical
ability in the same fashion for these two test takers, that is, the item is
biased. If the test were composed of many items like those just described,
and if these items always functioned such that one test taker had a
higher probability, and the other a lower probability, of answering
correctly, we would consider the test to be biased as well. On the other
hand, if our test were composed of items like those first described (i.e.,
test takers who are equal in mechanical reasoning, regardless of group
membership, have the same probability of answering correctly), we
would consider the test unbiased. Like the yardstick, the latter test is
functioning in the same fashion for all test takers; however, this does
not preclude there being differences in average mechanical reasoning
scores at the group level.

For test developers and psychometricians, the problem becomes
one of developing methods that can be used to support the assumption
that test takers are equal in the construct being assessed. Once that is
accomplished, we can look at the likelihood that examinees who are
equivalent in the psychological construct assessed, but who come from
different groups, have the same probability of answering a test item
correctly (i.e., have the same expected score). If that is the case, we can
conclude that the item is measuring in an equivalent fashion for both
groups, that is, the item is unbiased. At the test level, we may conclude
that a test is unbiased in two ways. Obviously, if a test does not contain
any biased items, we would conclude that the test is unbiased. In
addition, if we find some items that function against a particular group,
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but other items function in favor of that group such that the effects of
the biased items cancel each other out, the test may be unbiased at the
test level (not the item level).

In the remainder of this chapter we briefly describe some of the
methods that test developers and psychometricians have devised to
identify item and test bias and some of the challenges they still face.
Although it may not be reasonable for classroom teachers to use these
methods on a day-to-day basis in constructing tests, it is important for
readers to know that these methods are widely used by researchers,
professional test developers, and state agencies that develop
standardized tests of student achievement. Finally, we would like readers
to know and understand that if groups differ in test scores, this does not
necessarily mean that a test is biased. If we can determine that a test is
composed of unbiased items (or that biased items balance out at the
test level), we may conclude that the test is unbiased. As in our yardstick
example, groups may differ in their test scores, even if the test is
unbiased. It is, however, necessary to identify item and test bias prior
to comparing group test scores. Without this assessment, we cannot be
sure if scores at the group level differ due to item bias or real group
differences. Prior to describing and illustrating some of the methods
for assessing item and test bias, we provide a few words about the
terminology used for describing item and test bias.

Current Terminology

These days, item bias is typically referred to as differential item
functioning (DIF) and test bias as differential test functioning (DTF).
Early studies of item bias were stimulated by U.S. civil rights legislation
in the 1960s. Test professionals wanted to identify test questions that
minority groups (e.g., Blacks and Hispanics) responded to differently
compared with the White majority group (Angoff, 1993; Cole, 1993).
Angoff (1993) noted the following:

These studies were designed to develop methods for
studying cultural differences and for investigating the
assertion that the principal, if not the sole, reason for the

- great disparity in test performance between Black and
Hispanic students and White students on tests of cognitive
ability is that the tests contain items that are outside the
realms of the minority cultures. (p. 3)
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Many assumed that biased items functioned against the minority
group, that these items would be answered incorrectly more often by
the minority (or focal) group than by the majority (or reference) group.
Presumably, if these “biased” items could be identified and eliminated,
test score differences between minority and majority groups would no
longer occur. .

In the late 1980s, the term DIF began to replace item bias in
psychometric and professional testing circles. The reasons for this
change probably had more to do with linguistics and politics than with
psychometrics. The term item bias carried with it a negative connotation
and was commonly associated with the notion of unfair, discriminatory
testing practices rather than with its psychometric definition. Testing
professionals felt it would be useful to separate technical, psychometric
terms from those that may be politically and socially charged.
Hambleton, Swaminathan, and Rogers (1991) write:

Investigations of bias involve gathering empirical evidence
concerning the relative performances on the test item of
members of the minority group of interest and members of
the group that represents the majority. Empirical evidence
of differential performance is necessary, but not sufficient,
to draw the conclusion that bias is present; this conclusion
involves an inference that goes beyond the data. To
distinguish the empirical evidence from the conclusion,
the term differential item functioning (DIF) rather than bias
is used commonly to describe the empirical evidence
obtained in investigations of bias. (p. 109)

The examinations of DIF have been expanded beyond the early
comparisons of groups that differ in terms of race and ethnicity.
Nowadays, DIF analyses are frequently used to compare the
performance on test items of groups that differ in terms of language,
gender, disability status, and age. Researchers have also proposed that
DIF analyses may help us understand the psychological processes
involved in testing and “the subtle differences in content of a stimulus
to which individuals react differently” (Cole, 1981, p. 1076).
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Definition of DIF

An item without DIF may be defined as follows (Millsap &
Everson, 1993):

P.robabl.lzty o gettzng’ an l.t o Probability of getting an item
right, given a person’s ability = right, given.a person’s ability

and group membership
1)

In Equation 1, the lefthand side refers to the probability of
answering an item correctly given a person’s abilityand his or her group
membership, whereas the righthand side refers to the probability of
answering the item correctly given a person’s ability level irrespective
of group membership. In essence, the equality in this equation means
that the probability of answering an item correctly depends only on the
person’s ability. The fact that the test taker is a member of one group or
another plays no role in the test taker’s chances of answering the item
correctly. If the equation holds true for an item at all ability (test score)
levels, such an item is said to be functioning equally across groups. In
other words, the item is said to have no DIF or bias and the item is
considered invariant across groups that are examined. On the other
hand, if the equality in Equation 1 does not hold, meaning that group
membership increases or decreases the test taker’s probability of
answering correctly, then such an item is said to function differentially
across groups and hence 1s designated as a biased item.

As mentioned previously, an analysis of bias at the item or test
level usually involves two groups defined by demographic variables
such as race or age (e.g., Blacks vs. Whites or old vs. young, etc.).
Recent developments, however, have made it possible to examine bias
or DIF across more than two groups simultaneously. In addition, the
groups examined are not necessarily limited to subpopulations defined
by physical characteristics. For example, the two groups considered
could be employees and their immediate supervisors or peers, where
ratings of employees by their supervisors and peers may be evaluated
for DIF. In such an analysis, one would be interested in knowing whether
supervisors and peers are giving the same performance ratings to
employees with similar or identical work performance records. An
analysis of this sort may help researchers identify rating bias by rater
source. Another practical application of a DIF analysis is to establish
the equivalence of translated tests. In this case, the language in which
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the test is administered (e.g., English vs. Spanish) would define the
groups examined. This type of an analysis would provide practitioners
with information about the quality of the translation beyond what a
back translation would reveal (Ellis & Mead, 2000). Thus, for a DIF or
bias analysis, the number of groups examined and the way groups are
defined should depend on the test at hand and its intended use.

Techniques for Assessing DIF

There are many methods for assessing item bias or DIF. Some of
these methods are based on classical test theory (e.g., the Mantel-
Haenszel technique, logistic regression method, or SIBTEST), while
others are based on item response theory (IRT; e.g., Lord’s chi-square
test, Raju’s area measures, and.the likelihood ratio test). Most of these
methods provide similar information about DIF, but it is beyond the
scope of this chapter to offer a description of these methods. Information
about these methods may be found in Camilli and Shepard (1994),
Holland and Wainer (1993), Millsap and Everson (1993), and Raju and
Ellis (2002). We will, however, illustrate one of the IRT-based methods.

The method based on area measures is illustrated with two items,
one with significant DIF, or bias, and the other with no DIE. Figure 1
shows separately for males and females the probability of getting an
item right for a given ability or test score on a biased vocabulary item.
The x-axis in this figure refers to the ability, or total test score, and the
y-axis to the probability of answering the item correctly. When there is
no bias, the probability graphs should be identical (or close to identical)
for both males and females. The fact that these two graphs are different
in Figure 1 implies that the item is biased, or has significant DIF. The
graphs in this figure cross at an average ability score of 0.0 on a scale
metric ranging from -5 to +5. Above and below this ability level, two
persons with identical abilities will have different probabilities of
success on the item. At the ability level of 1.00, the probability of success
on this item is 0.82 for a member of the male group and 0.62 for a
member of the female group. Even though two test takers have the
same ability (i.e., 1.00), the individual from the female group has a
lower probability of success than the individual from the male group;
that is, the item under consideration favors the male group at this ability
level. At the ability level of -1.00, the probability of success on the
item also varies as a function of group membership, but this time the
male group member has a lower probability of success (.18) than the
female group member (.38), thus the item favors the female group. An
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item of this type is said to have significant DIF, and the kind of DIF
displayed in Figure 1 is called non-uniform DIF; that is, the type of
DIF does not favor the same group across all levels of ability. In Figure
2, graphs for the focal and reference groups, although not identical, are
very similar, indicating that the probability of getting an item right
varies only as a function of an examinee’s ability, not his or her group
membership. These types of graphs are helpful in assessing not only
the magnitude of DIF, but also where the significant DIF occurs. These
graphs are also useful in exploring the reasons for significant DIF.
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Challenges Ahead for DIF and DTF Analysis

During the last 20 years, we have made great strides in perfecting
the methods, mathematical algorithms, and computer software required
for assessing differential item and test functioning. However, many
interesting and challenging questions remain unanswered. Some of these
challenges are described in the following sections.

Understanding and Resolving DIF

Being able to identify DIF items represents a tremendous step
forward for test developers, but the ability to identify DIF items raises
new and challenging questions. Exactly why do some items have
significant DIF? Furthermore, what should we do with DIF items once
we have identified them as such? Test developers may choose to replace
DIF items with new items, evaluate the new items for DIF, and repeat
this process until all items in a test or scale are DIF (bias) free. But this
an expensive and time-consuming process that may have negative
consequences. For example, if a lot of DIF items are removed and
replaced with new items, the construct assessed may be altered. Another
approach would be to revise DIF items so that they no longer exhibit
significant DIF and use these revised items in the final test or scale.
The second method requires that the revised items be readministered
to a new sample and reassessed for DIF. Both of these responses to
DIF items implicitly or explicitly assume that the test developer can
identify the source of DIF. Is this a valid assumption? Unfortunately, in
most cases, the reasons for DIF or item bias are not evident. Thus,
developing objective, testable methods for identifying the sources of
DIF is one of the biggest challenges we face.

Editorial and Content Review of DIF Items

In developing tests, subject matter and editorial experts and
members representing the groups under consideration (e.g., males and
females, African Americans and Caucasians) usually review the
questions. This panel may include sensitivity experts, but in most test
development situations, a sensitivity review will have taken place prior
to a DIF analysis. In a sensitivity review, items are examined for content
that may be offensive or demeaning to members of a focal group. Most
commercial test publishers have well-documented guidelines in place
for use by their editorial staff members. These guidelines are designed
to eliminate sexist and racist language and to avoid stereotypes about
women and minorities. But, as Clauser and Mazor (1998) note,
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“Sensitivity reviews are separate and distinct from DIF analyses—both
are important, and neither can substitute for the other” (p. 32). Research
indicates that it is very unlikely that experts will flag the same items
that are statistically identified as having significant DIF (Engelhard,
Hansche, & Gabrielson, 1990).

Following a statistical analysis for DIF, a committee of experts
may be asked to develop hypotheses regarding the sources of DIF. Again,
researchers have been disappointed to find that it is difficult or
impossible to develop plausible explanations for the sources of DIF. At
best, this exercise offers only a post hoc explanation of DIF that must
be evaluated in future studies. Needless to say, more work is definitely
needed to carefully articulate reasons for DIF in different content areas.
Interested readers are referred to Camilli and Shepard (1994) and
Holland and Wainer (1993) for further discussion on this topic.

Conclusion

Differential item functioning, or item bias, the assessment of how
well two individuals with identical ability but different group
membership perform on an item, is an important component of test and
scale development. This definition of DIF does not imply nor does it
require that the two groups under consideration be equal with respect
to the construct being assessed (e.g., ability). The definition of non-
DIF, or lack of bias, requires only that examinees with equal ability (or
equal total test score) have the same probability of answering the item
correctly irrespective of their group membership. There is a similar
definition of differential functioning at the test level, called DTF.
Assessing DTF is obviously important because decisions about
examinees are usually based on their performance at the test level rather
than at the item level. Although there are several known procedures for
assessing DIF and DTF (i.e., item and test bias), many challenges still
lie ahead for item bias research, especially in understanding the factors
that contribute to item and test bias.
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\| Chapter 8
Racial and Ethnic Difference in

Performance

Nathan S. Hartman, Michael A. McDaniel
A & Deborah L. Whetzel

Gender, racial, and ethnic differences occur in vocational and
cognitive ability assessments when the average scores of various groups
are not equal. Results of such assessments indicate that not all groups
are equally represented at all points of the assessment continuum. Many
attempts to reduce or minimize existing group differences have been
unsuccessful, and current research has failed to account fully for the
sources of these differences. This chapter provides a summary of group
differences on vocational assessments. The information is intended to
provide a broad understanding of the core issues in the assessment
process and provide accurate information concerning the magnitude
of existing group differences.

Goals of Assessment

The goals of assessment in career guidance and counseling are to
provide information that objectively describes a client’s interests,
characteristics, and abilities. Assessment is a systematic procedure for
observing behavior and describing it using empirical data. This
understanding provides reliable information about vocational interests
and abilities that is useful for identifying educational opportunities.
Such assessments are especially useful for understanding how one’s
interests and skills fit with available career choices. .

Assessments allow counselors to learn much about their clients
in a short amount of time. Assessments describe current functioning,
and confirm, refute, or modify the hypotheses a counselor has formed
through less structured exchanges with clients, thereby allowing for
the systematic identification of therapeutic needs and necessary
guidance (Meyer et al., 2001). The counselor can then use the results
to help clients become more self-aware of their personal characteristics.
Counselors often use assessments when a client’s introspection has
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not led to specific answers to his or her vocational or ability dilemmas.
Individuals taking assessments use the results to identify their strengths
so that they may take advantage of opportunities in school and in the
workforce. An understanding of their weaknesses can also lead to the
type of personal development that will allow clients to develop the
skills needed to reach their goals. The benefits of using assessments as
a tool for identifying individual strengths and weaknesses have been
well researched. In addition, these assessments compare in validity and
accuracy to assessments used in the medical profession (Meyer et al.,
2001).

Types of Assessment Measures

Although assessments are a valued part of counseling, counselors
need to have a basic understanding of different types of assessments
and the basic skills needed to properly interpret the data. In addition to
these basic requirements, they should also know the limitations of tests
and understand the history of testing. This knowledge would include a
basic understanding of the types of tests available.

Vocational Interest Assessments

Vocational interest assessments are useful in helping clients
understand their occupational interests. Assessments in this area include
the Strong Interest Inventory, the Career Assessment Inventory, the
Kuder Occupational Interest Survey, and the Self-Directed Search
(SDS). Vocational interest assessments aid individuals in developing a
systematic way of thinking about their interests and how they relate to
the working world. An individual’s vocational interest can be
summarized with reference to six vocational career interest types:
Realistic, Investigative, Conventional, Artistic, Enterprising, and Social.
Our discussion of gender and racial differences in vocational interest
measures will focus on these six vocational interest types because they
are reported in most interest inventories.

Realistic people tend to prefer working with thelr hands or with
tools, and they prefer limited social interaction. Often they work
outdoors. Their jobs include automobile mechanic, farmer, and
electrician. Investigative individuals tend to be most comfortable solving
problems. Science, math, and research professions are prevalent among
these people. Typical investigative occupations include chemist,
engineer, and medical technician. Conventional individuals tend to
be interested in occupations involving bookkeeping and computation.
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They prefer tasks requiring an attention to detail, and of the vocational
interest types, they are the least interested in artistic tasks. Artistic
individuals openly seek opportunities to use their talents in art, music,
and literature. Typical occupations include photographer, musician, or
poet. Enterprising individuals are leaders and prefer to be in positions
of power. Skills include management and communication, particularly
public speaking. Typical careers are financial manager or hotel manager.
Social individuals desire interaction with others. They have strong
preferences for helping others, particularly through teaching. They have
careers such as psychologist, counselor, teacher, or occupational
therapist (Defense Manpower Data Center,1992).

Cognitive Ability Assessments

Spearman (1927) argued that a single general factor was highly
correlated with a variety of cognitive ability tests containing many
different kinds of categories (such as verbal, mathematical, and
reasoning). Several theories suggest that there are additional specific
abilities, such as fluid ability, crystallized ability, and memory ability
(Carroll, 1993). Jensen (1980) found that a general aptitude test (such
as the SAT), designed to measure how much knowledge a student has
acquired, is highly correlated with learning ability and general cognitive
ability. Cognitive ability and aptitude tests predict future intellectual
achievements. This idea is supported by data showing that academic
achievement tests, such as the ACT, GRE, SAT, and MCAT, strongly
correlate with most cognitive ability assessments (Neisser et al., 1996).

Group differences in general cognitive ability assessments provide
the greatest challenge for counseling applications. These tests are often
used in selection for college and job placement; therefore, group
differences result in differences in selection rates across groups. Tests
designed to measure general cognitive ability show larger differences
among races than do tests designed to measure verbal and mathematical
ability. This is due to the less than perfect correlation between
achievement and general cognitive ability assessments (Roth, Bevier,
Bobko, Switzer, & Tyler, 2001).

What Are Group Differences?
You may wonder what procedure is used to determine if test
bias or group differences account for the difference in assessment

scores. Assessments focusing on cognitive ability and vocational interest
were not intended to obtain group differences. Rather, they were
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constructed to measure abilities or preferences. Obtaining different mean
scores from two different groups on the same assessment by itself will
not constitute a biased measurement. Group differences typically reflect
true differences in ability or preference. The presence of test bias and
magnitude of bias is most accurately determined using statistical tools.
The following section describes how group differences are identified
and the implications of these differences.

Score Differences

Research on test score differences generally begins with
comparisons of group performance. A group consists of individuals
with similar physical characteristics (such as age, race, or gender). Their
performance as a group on a test is represented by the group’s mean
score. The standard deviation measures the dispersion of scores around
the mean. If everyone gets nearly the same test score, and the scores
are clustered tightly around the mean, then the standard deviation is
small. If the scores vary widely, and are widely dispersed around the
mean, then the standard deviation is large. Group differences are
summarized by calculating a d statistic that expresses the difference
between the groups in standard deviation units. A d of 0 indicates no
difference between two groups. A d of 1 indicates one standard deviation
difference between the groups.

Assessments used by education professionals often show mean
score differences in vocational assessment measures between minorities
and non-minorities and between males and females. The persistent
question remains whether these differences are illusionary due to some
problem or bias in the assessment tool, or whether the differences
are real.

Test Bias

It is possible to create an assessment in which the content is biased
for some individuals and not for others (Williams, 1972). Bias in terms
of assessments has often concentrated on the content validity and
whether the items are representative of content that is universally
understood. An achievement test would be biased only if it resulted
in a lower or higher mean for the group due to inclusion or exclusion
of items with content appropriate only to particular segments of
the test-taking population. However, professionally developed
assessments used in career guidance and counseling are largely absent
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of these types of biases.

Prediction bias refers to differences in the predictive accuracy of
a test. For example, research shows that cognitive ability tends to predict
school and work performance (Jensen, 1980; Neisser et al., 1996).
Therefore, if tests were biased against African Americans, they would
underpredict performance of African Americans relative to Whites. This
has not been found to be the case, and it is clear that assessments are
not biased against African Americans (Neisser et al., 1996). Therefore
assessments can, and often do, show group differences but are not biased.
The group differences reflect true differences among groups in the
abilities or interests being assessed.

An example of a statistical evaluation of test bias is shown in
Figure 1. The bold (center) line in the figure is the common regression
line for both Blacks and Whites. One can use this common regression
line to make predictions concerning performance (in this example,
scheol performance). When Blacks, on average, score lower than Whites
on the variable to be predicted, the common regression line will
overpredict the performance of Blacks and underpredict the performance
of Whites. This prediction bias is due to the mean score differences in
the variable being predicted. To predict performance more accurately,
one could use separate regression lines for Blacks and Whites. In Figure
1, the separate regression lines have the same slope. This is evidence
that the test is not biased. The situation presented in Figure 1 is typical
for those performance domains that show mean differences where
Blacks, on average, perform worse than Whites. These domains would
include school performance (Roth & Bobko, 2000) and job performance
(DuBois, Sackett, Zedeck, & Fogli, 1993; Sackett & DuBois, 1991).

Figure 1. Example of a Prediction Bias Analysis
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Interest Assessments and Gender

Mean differences between males and females have been found
consistently in inventories based on Holland’s RIASEC theory. Data
from the Holland (1985) SDS manual inventories show that females
score substantially higher than males on the Social theme (d=1.1) and
moderately higher on Artistic (d = 0.60) and Conventional (d = 0.58);
males tend to have dramatically higher scores on the Realistic (d =
1.79) and moderately higher scores on the Investigative (d = 0.41)
themes.! The gender differences found with the SDS are also found for
the RIASEC scales from the Strong Interest Inventory (Fouad, Harmon,
& Borgen, 1997; Harmon, Hansen, & Hammer, 1994),% although they
are of a smaller magnitude (R = 0.70,1=0.20,A =0.54,C=0. 12,S =
0.26). These gender differences are consistent with the decreased
likelihood that females will explore occupations in the skilled trades,
medicine, science, engineering, or law and an increased likelihood that
males will not explore occupations such as teaching or office assistance.
Other interesting gender differences show that women working in
traditionally male occupations scored higher in Investigative and women
in traditionally female occupations scored higher on the Social scale
(Godin, 1975; Rezler, 1967, cited in Holland, 1985). '

It is likely that these gender differences have been shaped largely
by the social role expectations of men and women. Changes in these
expectations may result in a redistribution of these gender score
differences, but as of now these differences remain stable. Because
men and women show different score distributions in most interest areas,
interest measures have often been charged with being biased. Unlike
cognitive ability tests in which the causes of mean differences are subject
to continual debate, most research shows that gender mean differences
on vocational interest tests are strongly related to role expectations of
the culture. However, interests also have a moderate genetic basis
(Lykken, Bouchard, McGue, & Tellegen, 1993), and whether the
differences between men and women are at least in part genetically
based is a topic for future research.

Interest Assessments and Race
Unlike the case of gender differences in vocational interest
measures, there is little research on racial differences. However, the

technical guide to the Strong Interest Inventory has identified differences
by gender, race, and ethnicity for the RIASEC scales. For a complete
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listing of these differences, see Table 1. Here we discuss differences of
d greater than or equal to 0.20 (thereby eliminating Hispanics from the
discussion). African American males score higher than White males
in Social, Enterprising, and Conventional dimensions (d = 0.43, 0.29,
0.32, respectively), and White males score higher on Realistic interests
(d = 0.24). White females score higher than African American females
on Realistic and Investigative (d = 0.27, 0.26), whereas African
American females score higher on Social and Enterprising interests (d
= 0.33, 0.26). White males outscore Native American males on the
Investigative measure (d = 0.22), but Asian American males score
higher than White males (d = 0.35). White females score higher than
Native American females on Investigative (d = 0.27), and Asian
American females score higher than White females on Investigative
and Realistic interests (d = 0.32, 0.20) (Fouad et al., 1997; Harmon et
al., 1994). Other evidence has confirmed the finding that African
Americans and Whites differed on Social scores, with African
Americans being higher, and Whites scoring higher on Realistic and
Investigative (Kaufman, Ford-Richards, & McLean, 1998:; Kimball,
Sedlacek, & Brooks, 1973).

Table 1. Racial and Ethnic Occupational Interest Comparison by Standard
Deviation

Compared Groups Realistic Investigative | Artistic Social | Enterprising | Conventional
White | Hispanic | -.13 -13 19 .02 .02 -15
females | American
females

White [ Asian 20 32 13 -.08 18 13
females | American
females

Whitc | Native -02 =27 -.40 -.10 -12 3
females | American
females

White | African -27 -.26 -.07 33 .26 17
females | American
females

White { Hispanic | -.06 -.06 .19 A3 .05 021
males American
males

White | Asian 0.00 .35 .19 15 .16 17
males American '
males

White | Native .02 -22 -11 .16 17 .02
males American
males

White | African -.24 -.10 13 43 .29 32
males American
males

We calculated these d statistics based on data presented in Table 15.4 in Fouad et al. (1997) and data
in Harmon et al. (1994). Positive values indicate that people of color score higher than Whites.
Negative values indicate that Whites score higher than people of color.
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Some researchers believe that people of different races hold their
own distinct values, thereby requiring race-specific vocational interest
tests. Day and Rounds (1998) conducted a review of this research and
found that the basic structure of vocational interest is invariant across
racial groups (African Americans, Hispanic Americans, Asian
Americans, Native Americans, and Whites). In addition, counselors
and school psychologists continue to indicate that it is plausible that
African Americans’ interests might reflect economic constraints that
might not be present for economically stable youth. Occupations
selected by African Americans allow for greater expression of social
and interpersonal influence, and are less dependent on higher
educational or intellectual attainment than are traditional occupations
(Kaufman et al., 1998).

Interest Assessments and Sexual Orientation

Research has also focused on determining if differences exist
between heterosexuals and homosexuals in the career selection process.
The environmental and personal factors relating to being a member of
a minority group may create different decision-making processes. These
altered processes potentially create differences in the types of career
selections made by homosexuals. A study by Chung and Harmon (1994)
provided evidence that such differences are present. This study found
that homosexual males’ career interests were atypical compared to
careers identified as traditional male preferences. Homosexual men
scored lower on the Realistic and Investigative scales, and higher on
the Artistic and Social scales. The research in this area is still ongoing,
and researchers are attempting to reach a consensus on the impact of
homosexuality and the development of personality.

Cognitive Ability Assessments

Cognitive ability has multiple definitions with largely similar
connotations to the layperson’s conception of cognitive ability as mental
power—the ability to understand complex ideas, to adapt effectively
to the environment, to learn from experience, and to take part in mental
reasoning (Neisser et al., 1996). Cognitive ability “is a general mental
capability that, among other things, involves the ability to reason, plan,
solve problems, think abstractly, comprehend complex ideas, learn
quickly and learn from experience. It is not merely ‘book learning,” a
narrow academic skill, or test-taking smarts. Rather, it reflects a broader
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and deeper capability for comprehending —‘catching on’ ‘making sense’
of things, or ‘figuring out what to do’” (Mainstream Science on
Intelligence, 1994).

Properties of Cognitive Ability Assessments

Cognitive ability assessments measure constructs on a continuum
of high and low scores. With enough data, a normal distribution is found
in which the vast majority of scores are near the midpoint of the range.
For historical reasons, the term /Q (intelligence quotient) is often used
to describe scores on tests of cognitive ability (Neisser et al., 1996).

Individuals rarely perform equally well on all items included in a
test of cognitive ability. One person may do better on verbal than on
spatial items, whereas another person may score equally well on both
kinds of items. However, individuals scoring above average on a
measure of verbal ability in one cognitive ability test likely will be
aboye average on verbal ability on a different cognitive ability measure
as well.

Group Differences in Cognitive Ability

The study of group differences in cognitive ability typically shows
that within-race variance is greater than between-race variance. The -
same is true of gender-group variance. This broad variance places
members of every race and gender at every intellectual level, thereby
making stereotyping of individuals based on group membership
inappropriate. If general mental ability is normally distributed, the
practical amount of variance within a racial or ethnic group is
approximately six to eight standard deviations. This strongly supports
the notion that there are exceptionally intelligent individuals from all
racial and ethnic groups (Roth et al., 2001).

Gender Differences in Cognitive Ability

Research shows that on most standard tests of intelligence, there
are no overall group score differences between females and males.
Cognitive ability differences between the sexes have been reported;
however, the direction of the correlation is variable and the effect sizes
are small (Held, Alderton, Foley, & Segall, 1993; Lynn, 1994).
Differences favoring males do appear on visual-spatial tasks, such as
mental rotation and spatiotemporal tasks (Neisser et al., 1996; Maters
& Sanders, 1993).

Adolescent females in grade school perform better on quantitative
tasks than do their male counterparts (Hyde, Fennema, & Lamon, 1990).
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These differences reverse prior to puberty, and males maintain a higher
performance level on quantitative tasks throughout the remaining age
categories. Strong evidence of this advantage can be found in the math
section of the SAT, where many more males score in the highest ranges
(Benbow, 1988; Halpern, 1992). The male advantage is between d =
0.33 and d = 0.50. Females tend to score higher on verbal tasks, and
their advantage tends to range from d = 0.5 to 1.2. Data on college
achievement tests indicate that females score higher in literature, English
composition, and Spanish (Neisser et al., 1996; Stanley, 1993). In
measures of general mental ability, gender differences are of a very
small magnitude. On more specific cognitive abilities, some differences
do appear and do represent true score differences between the sexes.

Racial Differences in Cognitive Ability

African Americans. The effect size for cognitive ability measures used
in industrial and educational settings records the differences between
Whites and Blacks at one standard deviation, with African Americans
tending to score one standard deviation below Whites (Jensen, 1980;
Neisser et al., 1996; Roth et al., 2001). The difference is largest on
those tests that best represent a general cognitive ability factor (Jensen,
1985).

Hispanic Americans. In the United States, the mean cognitive ability
scores of Hispanics typically lie between those of Blacks and Whites.
Roth et al. (2001) reported Hispanics to have lower cognitive ability
scores than Whites had (d = 0.72). The diverse cultural and ethnic
divisions of the Hispanic group—which includes Mexican Americans,
Puerto Ricans, Central and South Americans, and Cubans—along with
linguistic factors may play an important role in these score differences.
For Hispanic American high school students with moderate to high
English proficiency, standard aptitude tests predicted first-year college
grades to be equal to those of non-Hispanic Whites (Pennock-Roman,
1992).

Native Americans. Too little research in this area has been conducted
to determine if group differences truly exist. Native Americans as a
group speak upwards of 200 different languages and often live on
reservations, which are only a couple of the major cultural and ethnic
differences making it difficult to identify Native Americans as a single
group (Leap, 1981; Neisser et al., 1996). Neisser et al. (1996) presented
some information indicating that Inuit and other groups living in Arctic
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regions tend to have high visual-spatial skills, which do not diverge by
gender. In addition, Native American children tend to obtain relatively
low scores on tests of verbal intelligence. This information has led to
the contention that Native Americans as a group tend to score lower on
verbal scales compared to performance scales (Neisser et al., 1996).

Asian Americans. General agreement on the performance of Asian
American groups has not been reached. It does seem that Asian
Americans perform better than Whites in school achievement and
occupational success. It is often perceived that these achievements
reflect correspondingly high intelligence test scores; evidence has not
yet proved this correlation. Studies have reported Asian Americans to
have scores ranging from no difference to d = 0.75 above Whites in
measures of cognitive ability (Flynn, 1991; Lynn, 1993).

Racial Issues and Cognitive Ability

Controlled studies have shown that racial group differences in
cognitive ability scores are not attributable to the characteristics of the
tests (Helms, 1992; Jensen, 1980). Efforts to create reliable and valid
assessments of cognitive ability that would eliminate or reduce racial _
and ethnic group differences have been ineffective (Neisser et al., 1996).
The study of Whites and African Americans has had far more
prominence in research than the comparison of other groups (Roth et
al., 2001). It is clear that mean differences between African Americans
and Whites reflect large and real group differences in cognitive ability.
(Chapter 10 addresses socioeconomic and cultural factors that interfere
with good test performance.)

Ethical Issues in Assessment

4

‘The role of educator is continually becoming more complicated,
and the reliance upon assessment tools is growing beyond the field of
education. Assessments are popular because they are standardized to a
quality level equal in most environments, thereby guaranteeing that
students anywhere using the same assessment will receive similar career
advisement. Similarly, counselors and administrators will be able to
make some universal judgments based on assessment scores for most
students from most backgrounds. It is important to remember that
assessments are psychological in nature, and their misuse can have
damaging outcomes for students. Even the simple use of test scores for
educational development (not including student selection for advanced
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programs) can have an impact on the students. Students may use their
assessment profiles as predictors of their potential for success, resulting
in their self-selection to specific programs and prematurely and
incorrectly biasing them to specific success levels or professional
possibilities without a full understanding of the meaning behind the
results.

Teachers will have added administrative duties for providing
adequate interpretation of each assessment’s theory, assumptions, and
the implications resulting from its use. Interpretation has been
complicated by the debates concerning the meaning of group differences
in cognitive ability and vocational interest assessments. Therefore,
opinions formed by students, administrators, community members, and
parents about these assessments will require teachers to have technical
knowledge for formal and informal discussions with students, parents,
and administrators. This information is complex because it must be
translated into real-world settings with real implications for students.
As a result, teachers have an ethical responsibility to provide precise
and complete information about assessments and their meaning.

Teachers who administer assessments need to treat assessment
information with sensitivity. Evidence can be found to indicate how
college selection practices relying heavily on measures of academic
potential result in lost talent. Universities that would select only the
high school students with the top grades, for example, would exclude
about 86 percent of high school class presidents. Selecting only A
students results in the exclusion of about 95 percent of national science
award winners (Gottfredson, 1999). The true value and goal of
assessment is to provide students with information about themselves.
Psychometricians are still unable to predict without error the future
performance of all individuals or groups based upon assessment scores.
The treatment of individuals and groups based solely on their scores is
unethical. Misuse of data and technical ineptness are not valid excuses.

Conclusion

This chapter has provided an overview of racial, ethnic, and gender
group differences on traditional interest inventories and cognitive ability
assessments. Results show that African Americans tend to obtain slightly
higher Social scores than do Whites, who tend to score slightly higher
on Realistic and Investigative dimensions. Research on the SDS
inventory shows that females score substantially higher on the Social,
and somewhat higher on the Artistic and Conventional themes than do
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males, but males tend to have dramatically higher scores on the Realistic
and somewhat higher scores on the Investigative themes (Holland,
1985).

Studies of racial and ethnic differences on cognitive ability tests
have predominantly focused on differences between African Americans
and Whites. Research indicates that cognitive ability assessments show
a one standard deviation difference that favors Whites over African
Americans. On average, Hispanics’ scores are higher than African
Americans’ scores, but lower than Whites’ scores. Scores of Asian
Americans and Whites have not shown large differences, but Asian
Americans’ scores tend to be slightly higher. Gender differences in
cognitive ability favor males on visual-spatial tasks, such as mental
rotation and spatiotemporal tasks, such as tracking a moving object
through space. Females have a clear advantage on quantitative tasks in
the early years of school, but these differences reverse prior to puberty,
and males score higher on such tasks throughout the remaining age
categories. Males also have an advantage in math achievement tests,
and females have an advantage in verbal tasks, enabling them to score
higher in English and vocabulary.

Assessments used in educational or clinical environments are not
typically designed to be the sole information source used to evaluate a
particular client’s needs. Group score differences are an interesting
phenomenon that results from the unique social and biological
environments people live in and should not affect the high level of
respect due to all racial, ethnic, and gender groups. It should be noted
that differences within a group are more numerous and varied than
differences across groups. Therefore, we cannot use group data to make
definitive statements or predictions about how a particular individual
will perform on particular measures. Future research will likely provide
more thorough explanations of the environmental and genetic
determinants of group differences.
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1. We calculated these d statistics based on data presented in Table B1 in Holland
(1985).

2. We calculated these d statistics based on data presented in Table 15.4 in Fouad et al.
(1997) and data in Harmon et al. (1994).
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\| Chapter 9
A Test User’s Guide to Serving a

Multicultural Community
WA David Lundberg & Wyatt Kirk

—~

Testing is one means of viewing differences among individuals.
Culture is another means. When we mix testing and culture together,
the results are fascinating and often confusing. Generally, we test
individuals in an attempt either to serve them or to reward them, and if
we want to reward people, there is a strong desire and need to be fair.
However, fairness is not easy to define or implement in the volatile
arena of testing and culture. '

One way to pursue fairness in testing is to assess students in a
standardized manner, using the same methods, content, administration,
scoring, and interpretation for everyone. A major problem with this
“equality” approach is that if certain groups differ on irrelevant
knowledge or skills that affect their ultimate performance on the test,
then bias exists (Lam, 2001). The question arises, “Can identical
assessment really be fair to different cultural groups?”

Another way to pursue fairness is to tailor the testing process to
each individual’s special background (i.e., his or her culture). The major
problem with this approach is in ensuring that the results of different
testing processes are truly comparable across groups (Lam, 2001).
Differing assessments may seem more equitable, but are they really
more fair? This is the dilemma of the test administrator or user who
serves a multicultural community.

Culture and Assessment

What is culture really? When we view and define culture broadly,
the factors involved seem almost endless. Age, sex, place of residence,
social status, educational level, income, nationality, ethnicity, language,
religion, and a host of affiliations from family of origin to social cliques
to professional grouping are all variables in the broad definition of
culture (Pedersen, 1991). When we define culture more narrowly, with
respect to just a few variables, then group people according to those
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variables, differences become noticeable. For example, if we compare
14-year-old White females to 14-year-old Hispanic males, some
common characteristics will obviously differ between the two groups.
In the best sense, making generalizations and intelligent judgments about
these cultural differences can provide a background for understanding
each person’s uniqueness. When judgments about groups become rigid,
however, and that picture of a unique human being is lost, stereotyping
and its negative effects creep in (Sue & Sue, 1990).

Another means of comparison is testing, and comparisons seen
through test results can be valuable. Some tests are interpreted in either
a bipolar or a neutral manner, meaning that any individual score is not
considered better or worse than any other score. Personality tests and
interest inventories given by counselors fall into this category. Examples
of these neutral or bipolar tests are the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTTI) and the Strong Interest Inventory (SII). The MBTT is a test that
assesses individual personality on four bipolar scales. Whether an
individual’s score on the first MBTI scale is more Introverted or more
Extroverted is considered as neither superior nor inferior. It simply
forms a basis for comparison. Likewise, the SII gauges a person’s
interest in a wide range of occupational areas. Whether a person
expresses strong interest or little interest in any particular vocational
area is, again, of no inherent value positively or negatively, but it can
be valuable as a comparison to that person’s interest in the other
occupational areas. '

In contrast, many educational tests are high-low in their
interpretation. This high-low orientation generally results in a benefit
for the best scoring individuals. They often receive higher grades or
better treatment as a result of testing.

Within school systems, most tests are produced locally by teachers
who seek to measure the achievement or learning of their students. It is
assumed that each student in the teacher’s class was exposed to the
same instruction and that the test is the same for each student. The
teacher compares individual scores on locally produced tests to evaluate
the progress of the various students. These locally produced tests are
obviously high-low in their orientation.

Standardized tests are generally developed by large companies
and often distributed nationally. They are used with broad audiences
and given with the assumption that testing conditions and the test itself
are the same for all students. The purpose of standardized tests is to
compare the scores of a single student or a group of students to the
scores of a national sample of students or to a chosen reference score.
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Just like the locally produced tests, standardized tests are generally
high-low in their purpose and interpretation.

The assumption of sameness for any test, whether locally produced
or standardized, is problematic. Although an identical test can be given
to different students, no two students are identical. Therefore, the test’
can never be the same for all individuals. The problem with testing is

‘not that we don’t have standardized students, however. Tests are meant
to discriminate among individuals. The problem is that we don’t have
standardized cultures, so differences in culture interfere with the simple
comparison of students. Tests may be somewhat similar for people of
similar culture, but those tests can be markedly different for people of
different cultural groups.

Standardized tests are developed and normed using a particular
sample, and historically in our society that sample has been
predominantly white and middle class. Today, many test publishers
make an effort to include students of all types in their test development
process so that the norm group is representative of the target population.
When this is not feasible, efforts are made to “prove” that standardized
tests are suitable for groups that were not represented or were little
represented in the original test development and norming process. In
either case, every test user should carefully screen the technical
background information of any test to determine its applicability to
people of color. Large amounts of time and resources are expended
developing efficient, relatively short tests with questions that result in
a predictable pattern of correct responses. But there has always been,
and there continues to be, great controversy over applicability of
standardized tests to all cultures.

Recommended Actions and Strategies

The purpose and use of the comparative results of tests are the
real issues in all testing, but particularly in standardized testing. The
burning question is, “What comparisons are being made and for what
purpose?” Tests are best used when they serve the test taker. The test
user should look upon a test as a tool to further the development of the
person being assessed. It is very common to see the results of
standardized tests being used to categorize individuals rather than to
serve them. In addition, the results of standardized tests are now being
extended to categorize schools and school systems.

We live a world of incredible diversity, limited resources, and
strong desires for quick, efficient answers. Given the variety that exists
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among human beings and the desire to compare individuals by using
tests, how can test users better utilize those tests for the benefit of the
various populations they serve? There are a number of crucial
multicultural factors in testing. Understanding these factors is the first
step in using tests constructively to help diverse populations.

Differences in Communication and Learning Styles

No one prescribed method or model of teaching or learning fits
all people. Many teachers and counselors use vary their styles of
communication and instruction in an effort to evoke the best results
from their students and clients. Skillfully alternating and integrating
teaching styles allow material to be presented in several ways with the
hope that one of the styles may engage the student in the learning
process. Additionally, there is great benefit in not boring students with
the same repetitive method.

Just as people think and learn differently from each other, we
need to assess their resulting competencies in various ways. Too often
we are tempted to assume automatically that a person with a lower
score on a given test is less advanced in general than his or her
counterpart who achieved a higher score. What we know for sure in
such a situation is that the higher scoring student has succeeded in
answering the particular questions on that particular test in the particular
way they were communicated. If test content is well aligned with
curriculum standards, this is also an indication that the higher scoring
individuals are more closely approximating those standards. However,
the generalization that the lower scoring individuals are less advanced
1s often fallacious.

We just don’t know enough about the learning styles prevalent in
many cultural groups and how those learning styles are best assessed.
There has been far too little research in these areas. We tend to use
communication patterns and teaching methods developed over many
years that basically work with the majority population. We implicitly
expect minorities to adapt to the majority style. If they do, they are
competitive. If they don’t, they are low performing. If certain minority
members excel, we tend to think of them as superior, but we lose sight
of the fact that they are also operating extremely effectively outside
their normal culture, a skill that majority members are seldom asked to
develop.
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Long-Term Poverty

There is a somewhat hidden minority in America. This group
contains Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, Native Americans, and many other
subgroups. Itis spread across all geographical areas, and it is both urban
and rural. This minority is the long-term poor. There are disproportionate
percentages of Blacks, Hispanics, and Native Americans in this group,
which seriously distorts an examination of group performance in testing.

When studies of low test performance by minorities are corrected
by statistically controlling for the effect of socioeconomic status (SES),
the low performance is just as evident (and often more evident) with
those who are poor as it is for minorities. In other words, the primary
issue is often one of income, not more visible factors like race or
ethnicity (Abbott & Joireman, 2001; Betts, Reuben, & Danenberg,
2000).

Unfortunately, it is much easier to correlate low scores with those
more visible factors, and this is constantly done. We continually read
that Black students or Hispanic students or Native American students
score differently (usually lower) on tests than the majority group.
Students do not walk around with signs proclaiming their gross
household income, and however silly that statement appears, household
income is often a more accurate predictor of test scores than are ethnicity -
or race (Dixon-Floyd & Johnson, 1997; Fergusson, Lloyd, & Horwood,
1991). Test users should favor tests that are developed or normed with
consideration specifically for low-income students.

Expectations, Confidence, and Motivation

Because of the long-term conditions of poverty, many people of
color suffer from chronically low expectations, confidence, and
motivation. These problems cannot be overemphasized, and they
certainly have no quick, effective solutions. Many members of minority
groups wage lifelong battles to overcome these limitations. In our
society, low SES corresponds with fewer resources for schools, less
qualified teachers, and fewer advanced course offerings (Betts, et al.,
2000).

Viewing each test taker as an important individual with a unique
combination of characteristics and undeveloped potential should be
the first step in any test user’s approach. The characteristics vary among
students, and a student’s potential may lie in surprising areas, but seeing
that person’s uniqueness can be the first crucial step in providing
expectations, confidence, and motivation to any student who doesn’t
fit the mold.
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Differing Dialects '

In the United States, we tend to think of dialects as something
found in Europe or among tribes in third world countries, but differing
languages are a reality in this country. This reality goes beyond varying
communication styles, and it goes beyond having a different mother
tongue. In many inner city environments, for example, the English words
and phrases minority members use to communicate on a day-to-day
basis nearly comprise a different language.

When students from these other cultures, such as inner cify
children, take standardized tests that are written in the language of
middle- and upper-class students, those children are reading a somewhat
foreign language. The resultant test scores are almost always lower
than those of the majority.

Test Readiness and Hidden Talent

Few people love tests. But as a matter of survival and
advancement, many learn how to prepare for and take tests, and they
view testing as important for their future. Many students from low
income brackets are not socialized to view tests as important. Other
factors are more crucial to their success in school or the everyday world
than getting a good grade on a test. Social prowess, leadership, nonverbal
communication, and a host of other factors may be more important to
many members of minority groups. It is incumbent upon test users and
administrators to communicate effectively the importance of testing in
today’s society. The need for equitable access to test preparation
programs should be continually stressed.

Tests don’t do a very good job of evaluating creativity or
imagination. They have difficulty measuring entrepreneurial drive or
initiative. There aren’t any tests that are very effective at assessing
imagery, the ability to visualize a solution to a problem. Tests are good
at demonstrating which students are able to take in, hold, and repeat
information presented in certain ways. Tests are good at rewarding
certain cognitive processes.

Speed in answering is a prime factor in scoririg well on tests.
Most tests favor those students who are skilled at memorization and
can respond rapidly to the specific test format. A lack of tests that
adequately identify important skills along with a lack of test readiness
among youth of color (Castenell & Castenell, 1988) limit identification
of certain talented individuals.
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Other Forms of Assessment

Most standardized testing is in a multiple-choice, matching, or
true-false format. There are some advantages to these formats in terms
of flexibility in addressing broad areas of content and in measuring
specific, sometimes very complex, thinking processes. An
overwhelming advantage of the multiple-choice format is that it is
inexpensive to score.

Other forms of assessment add more information and a broader
picture in evaluating individual performance (Supovitz, 1997).
Examples of these alternative instruments are essay questions and
performance assessments. These forms are more expensive, and they
are prone to criticisms of subjectivity. Individual evaluators have
considerable leeway in grading performance when looking at an essay
or performance assessment. Biased evaluations or favoritism can be
problems; however, standardized multiple-choice tests have inherent
bias and favoritism because of the factors mentioned previously.
Research with alternative assessment modes has indicated some
potential to decrease inequities seen with standardized tests. However,
care must be taken in the development of these assessments (Supovitz
& Brennan, 1997).

Conclusion

As test users, recognizing that we live in an imperfect world does
little to help the individual student who stands before us looking for
education and training that will equip him or her for a successful life.
Our challenge 1s immediate, society changes very slowly, and that young
man or woman is maturing rapidly.

Our first step is to recognize each individual as a person of great
value and undeveloped, unknown talents. No single test or battery of -
tests of similar format can ever explain a person. No test can level the
field or compensate for all the diversity present in a single school, much
less in our society. And no evaluation instrument can replace the
importance of one human being interacting with another.

Tests provide us with information, not answers. They provide the
substance of conversation, not decisions. Answers and decisions about
people or groups of people are not what education is about. Qur
educational system should produce motivated, capable, and confident
graduates who are able to satisfy themselves and contribute to our world.

The encouragement and intelligent explanations a test user
provides to a test taker form the basis for that student’s personal
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development long after the results of all tests are forgotten. No test can
stand alone. Use assessment that is based upon multiple tests with
multiple formats. Use other forms of assessment that are realistic, even
if they are more labor intensive. If you use standardized tests, choose
those that have been developed and normed with full consideration for
low-income and minority students. Explore or develop tests that are
suitable for members of minority groups, and invite test makers to
develop standardized tests that are specific to minority cultures. Don’t
elevate the results of any one assessment to a supreme degree. Use
tests to serve the test taker. Never allow the student to become a servant
to the test. In the end, your support of the test taker can be the most
important element in assessment, and that support can produce a lasting
effect in a student’s life.
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Chapter 10

Lost in Translation
Issues in Transiating Tests for Non-English-
/1| Speaking, Limited English Proficient, and

Bilingual Studemnts
Sharon M. Goldsmith

The need to conduct assessments in languages other than English
1s growing rapidly. According to Geisinger and Carlson (1992), 15 to
20 percent of school-age children speak a foreign language at home
and do not speak English as their primary language. In addition to the
rising number of children who do not speak English as their primary
language at home, the number of different languages spoken by children
in public schools is also increasing rapidly. Bracken and McCallum
(1999) conducted a meta-analysis of the studies examining the
languages used in U.S. public schools. They reported that children -
enrolled in the Chicago public schools alone speak one or more of 200
languages; 1.4 million children in the California public schools speak
one or more of 150 languages. Several school districts, including
Scottsdale, Arizona, Palm Beach, Florida, and Prince William County,
Maryland, report between 40 and 80 different languages spoken by
children attending their schools. Even in small communities, students
speak a large number of languages. Bracken and McCallum (1999)
reference a study that reported 30 languages being spoken in a single
small high school in the Washington state rural community of Tukwila.

The Case for Test Translation

Shifting demographics strongly support the need to increase the
number of assessments that are available in languages other than
English. There are several additional reasons to provide test translations,
including the increased emphasis on assessment, particularly large-
scale, high-stakes assessments, in public schools.

The Council of Chief State School Officers’ (2001) survey on
public school assessments reports that in 1999, 48 states required
statewide assessments in math and language arts, 33 required statewide
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assessments in science, and 29 required assessments in social studies.
These assessments can take a variety of forms. Although the majority
of statewide assessments rely on multiple-choice responses, other
formats, such as extended response, short-answer, portfolio, and
performance, are also common.

These assessments are high stakes for the student in that decisions
regarding promotion to a higher grade or graduation from high school
may be dependent on the student’s performance on these tests. These
assessments are also high stakes for the teachers and school
administrators because student performance may affect decisions
regarding tenure, compensation, and eligibility for state and federal
funding. There is pressure on both students and schools to perform
well on these assessments.

The majority of assessment procedures are highly language
dependent. Demonstrating knowledge of almost any subject matter is
dependent on the ability to read and answer questions in English. Even
alternative assessment procedures require the ability to follow directions
provided in English. The impact of language skill on success in schools
cannot be overemphasized. The low performance on high-stakes
assessments of students with limited English proficiency (LEP) is well
documented. '

The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (1999),
issued by the American Educational Research Association, the American
Psychological Association, and the National Council for Measurement
in Education, provides guidance regarding the construction, evaluation,
and use of tests. Standard 11.22 states:

When circumstances require that a test be administered in
the same language to all examinees in a linguistically
diverse population, the test user should investigate the
validity of the score interpretations for test takers believed
to have limited proficiency in the language of the test. The
achievement, abilities and traits of examinees who do not
speak the language of the test as their primary language
may be seriously mismeasured by the test. (p. 118)

Historically, many school districts have addressed the low
performance of students with limited English by simply exempting them
from participating in these assessment programs. These exemptions
were designed to maintain high average test results for districts by not
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having the mean scores influenced by the scores of those students who
statistically do not do as well, particularly students with special needs
and those who are in the linguistic minority. Federal legislation now
prohibits schools from simply exempting students and requires schools
to provide appropriate test accommodations instead. The Individuals
With Disabilities Act (IDEA) requires that assessments be administered
in the student’s native language or in the language used in the student’s
home.

The need to provide appropriate accommodations to linguistic
minority students is also being driven by new legislation such as the
No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) signed by President Bush as part of
the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA). ESEA will increase the accountability of states for the academic
performance of public school students. Among other requirements,
states will be required to establish performance standards against which
students will be measured. The NCLB also requires states to include
more students in assessment programs by creating appropriate
accommodations for them. The act will consolidate funding for bilingual
education and will require states to test those students with limited
English proficiency who have had at least three years of schooling in
the United States.

Several professional societies that are concerned with assessment
issues have taken the position that assessments are to be conducted in
the student’s primary language. For example, the American Speech-
Language-Hearing Association (ASHA, 1985), in a technical report on
the clinical management of communicatively handicapped minority
populations, states that assessment should be conducted in the client’s
primary language.

Therefore, the question for many states and school districts is not
whether to provide accommodations for students in the linguistic
minority but how. Several researchers, including Figueroa (1990) and
others, have suggested that the best accommodation is to assess linguistic
minorities in their native language. Several states do offer translations
of tests in several languages. For example, New York state offers its
high school graduation test, the Regents Competency Exarnination, in
20 languages. Even small states offer different language versions of
statewide tests. Rhode Island, for example, offers its state test for grades
4, 8, and 10 in four languages: Spanish, Laotian, Portuguese, and
Cambodian.
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Guidelines for Test Translation

Translating tests is a complicated process. Several guidelines
should be followed to achieve a quality translation, such as those put
forth by the International Test Commission’s International Guidelines
for Test Use (1999):

When testing in more than one language (within or across
countries), competent test users will make all reasonable
efforts to ensure that:

« Each language or dialect version has been developed
using a rigorous methodology meeting the
requirements of best practice;

« The developers have been sensitive to issues of
content, culture and language;

 Test administrators can communicate clearly in the
language in which the test is to be administered;

« The test taker’s level of proficiency in the language in
which the test will be administered is determined
systematically and the appropriate language version
is administered or bilingual assessment is performed,
if appropriate. (p. 13)

Standard 9.7 of the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999) provides additional guidance:

When a test is translated from one language to another, the
methods used in establishing the adequacy of the translation
should be described, and empirical and logical evidence
should be provided for score reliability and the validity of
the translated test’s score inference for the uses intended
in the linguistic groups to be tested.

For example, if a test is translated into Spanish for use
with Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central American,
and Spanish populations, score reliability and the validity
of test score inferences should be established with members
of each of these groups separately where feasible. In
addition, the test translation methods used need to be
described in detail. (p. 99)

‘ Lost in Translation .E. 7 @




131
Standard 9.6 states:

When a test is recommended for use with linguistically
diverse test takers, test developers and publishers should
provide the information necessary for appropriate test use
and interpretation.

Test developers should include in test manuals and in
instruction for score interpretation explicit statements about
the applicability of the test with individuals who are not
native speakers of the original language of the test.
However, it should be recognized that test developers and
publishers seldom will find it feasible to conduct studies
specific to the large number of linguistic groups found in
certain countries. (p. 99)

- Standard 9.4 states:

Linguistic modifications recommended by test publishers,
as well as the rationale for the modifications, should be
described in detail in the test manual.

Linguistic modifications may be recommended for the
original test in the primary language or for an adapted
version in a secondary language, or both. In any case, the
test manual should provide appropriate information
regarding the recommended modifications, their rationales,
and the appropriate use of scores obtained using these
linguistic modifications. (p. 98)

Test translation requires much more than translating the words
on a test from one language to another. It requires constructing an
entirely new test. It requires making sure that the semantic content of
the test and the concepts used are culturally appropriate and likely to
be understood by the test taker. For example, in the widely used Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test that is used to assess language understanding
(i.e., receptive vocabulary skills), the test taker is shown a page with
four pictures and asked to point to the correct picture as it is named.
Several of the pictures are of items or scenes that are familiar in U.S.
middle-class culture but would not be familiar in other cultures or
environments. Simply translating the verbal stimulus (the word to be
identified) into the child’s language is not sufficient to measure language
understanding accurately. The pictures themselves as well as the
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vocabulary being tested would need to be appropriate for both the

" cultural and the linguistic environment.

Additionally, the translated test, even with appropriate linguistic
and cultural modifications to the content, would need to be subjected
to new analyses of reliability, validity, and scoring norms against the
population for which the test has been translated. Standard 9.1 of the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al.,
1999) emphasizes the need to establish reliability and validity for a
translated test:

Testing practice should be designed to reduce threats to
the reliability and validity of test score inferences that may
arise from language differences. (p. 97)

Standard 9.2 states:

When credible research evidence reports that test scores
differ in meaning across subgroups of linguistically diverse
test takers, then to the extent feasible, test developers should
collect for each linguistic subgroup studied the same form
of validity evidence collected for the examinee population
as a whole. (p. 97)

Linguistic subgroups may be found to differ with respect
to what test content is appropriate, how their test responses
are internally structured, how their test scores relate to other
variables, and what response processes individual
examinees employ. Any such findings need to receive due
consideration in the interpretation and use of scores as well
as in test revisions. There may also be legal or regulatory
requirements to collect subgroup validity evidence. Not
all forms of evidence can be examined separately for
members of all linguistic groups. The validity argument
may rely on existing research literature, for example, and
such literature may not be available for some populations.
For some kinds of evidence, separate linguistic subgroup
analyses may not be feasible due to the limited number of
cases available. Data may sometimes be accumulated so
that these analyses can be performed after the test has been
in use for a period of time. It is important to note that this
standard calls for more than representativeness in the
selection of samples used for validation or norming studies.
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Rather, it calls for separate, parallel analyses of data for
members of different linguistic groups, sample sizes
permitting. If a test is being used while such data are being
collected, then cautionary statements are in order regarding
limitations on the interpretations based on test scores.

Standard 9.9 discusses establishing and interpreting test scores in
translated tests:
Q

When multiple language versions of a test are intended to
be comparable, test developers should report evidence of
test comparability.

Evidence of test comparability may include, but is not
limited to, evidence that the different language versions
measure equivalent or similar constructs, and that score
reliability and the validity of inferences from scores from
the two versions are comparable. (p. 99)

Although the guidelines previously outlined address the
philosophical principles of what is required in quality test translation,
other guidelines focus on specific procedures that should be followed
in test translation. Many of these guidelines are issued by test developers
who expect their tests to be translated into other languages, often for
use in other countries. The developers are interested in making sure
that the content and format of the test remain true to the original version,
even though the scores from the translated tests will not be combined
with the scores from the original version, nor will the performance of
those taking the different versions be compared. Despite the different
intent for the use of scores, these guidelines represent good practice
and can be helpful for schools in establishing test translation procedures.

Gross (1986) prepared a manual enumerating the ideal procedures
for translating the lactation consultant licensing exam. Gross and Scott
(1989) provide an overview of these guidelines in an article in
Evaluation and the Health Professions, in which they analyze the
translation of the exam administered by the International Board of
Lactation Consultant Examiners (IBLCE):

Because of IBLCE'’s international scope and the probability of
testing in languages other than English, the English version should avoid
jargon and vernacular and idiomatic phraseology. . . . Traditional item
writing guidelines were strictly followed. . . . Translators were directed
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to maintain the format of the item stem in the translated version. For
example, if the English stem was in the form of an incomplete sentence,
the translated stem had to be in the form of an incomplete sentence
rather than forming a question. Other issues such as grammatical
relationships and verb tense and selection were emphasized also in order
to avoid subtle changes in meaning (e.g., “will” versus “would” versus
“should”). Finally, translators were asked to avoid making the translated
item “more interesting.” As an example, the use of synonymous terms
(e.g., baby, infant, neonate) interchangeably withirt the same item was
to be avoided because of subtle changes in meaning.

Upon completion of the translation, standard operating procedures
required that a different bilingual subject matter expert translate the
translated version back to English. This individual received the same
guidelines as the initial translator. The retranslated version of the test
was then forwarded to a third subject matter expert who was not
necessarily bilingual. The responsibility of this third expert was to
compare the translated English version with the original English version
for corroboration. Any item for which a substantive discrepancy was
noted would be flagged for subsequent linguistic review. (p. 66)

Back translation is a common practice in test translation. The
back translation process involves checking every word against the
original and requires three different translators. It is particularly
important that these translators be native language speakers of the
language in which the test is translated in order to pick up the cultural
nuances as well as nuances in syntax and semantics. Back translation
is the accepted procedure of the American Translators Association
(ATA). The ATA Code of Professional Conduct and Business Practices
(1997) recommends that translators have up-to-date knowledge of the
subject material and its terminology and mastery of the target language
equivalent to that of an educated native speaker.

Auchter and Stansfield (1997) report on a project to translate five
forms of the General Educational Development (GED) test into Spanish.
The GED is a widely used test designed to enable people who did not
graduate from high school to earn the equivalent of a high school
diploma. Most colleges and universities, the military, and many
employers recognize the validity of the GED. Auchter and Stansfield
cite several guidelines that in their view represent best practices in test
translation:

e Select those tests and versions of a test most amenable to
test translation. The criteria include recency of the test
specifications, relevancy of content to Hispanic examinees,
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and ease with which the language used in the test could be
translated into Spanish.

* Select certified trained translators who are native language
speakers.

° Educate translators to use all variants of words or phrases;
to be sensitive to issues of dialect and syntax; and to conduct
initial forward translation, including compiling a list of items
that are difficult to translate or words that reflect cultural
bias.

* Examine the translated version against the original to judge
the congruity of the translation with the English-language
version.

* Conduct additional review of the tests using a contractor
who has specific expertise in test construction.

¢ Conduct yet another review using two additional reviewers
selected because of their special expertise in understanding
variations in dialect that might influence how the test
questions are interpreted by various Spanish language
speakers.

* Conduct key verification in Spanish to identify the correct
answers. '

* Document the process that was used to translate each test.

Auchter and Stansfield also describe issues that arise in translating
subject matter content. In their study, subject matter experts were called
in to review each of the subject-specific tests. Not surprisingly, the
mathematics test provided the fewest translation issues. These authors
do not support the use of back translation as does Gross (1986) but
rather, as evidenced by their guidelines, they recommend multiple
variations of front review.

Another translation procedure is side-by-side translation. In this
model, the translated version of the test is provided with the English-
language version (Anderson, Liu, Swierzbin, Thurlow, & Bielinski,
2002). Anderson and colleagues describe a pilot study in which LEP
students received versions of the Minnesota Basic Standards Reading
Test in both English and Spanish, on audiocassette and in writing. The
scores of students receiving the test in both languages were compared
to scores of students who received only the English version. Most of
the students reported that they did not use the taped version of the test
at all and used the Spanish version to translate specific words from
English. The scores of students assigned different versions of the test
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were not significantly different; however, the pilot study involved a
small sample size, and the methodology seems promising enough to
warrant further study. _

Some states and large school districts employ the use of
professional translation services. These organizations specialize in
translating documents, including tests, into different languages. For
example, the Center for Applied Linguistics website (www.cal.org/
services) indicates that the company can provide translation into and
from all the major world languages.

Using Interpreters

Many school districts, individual teachers, and other school
professionals rely on informal means to accomplish translations. A
common practice is to ask someone already affiliated with the school,
such as a parent, a family friend, another professional, or a school staff
member to provide translation services (Dale, 1986). Although
standardized tests are no longer valid after translation into another
language, other kinds of assessments are more amenable to these kinds
of informal translation procedures. These assessments may include case
histories, oral interviews, and informal teacher-made assessments.
Informal translation procedures are also appropriate for interpreting
the directions on nonverbal performance tests.

Wyatt (1998) writes that using a family member or family friend
as an interpreter has several advantages. The student may be more
comfortable with someone familiar, and the interpreter is more likely
to speak the same dialect as the student. Wyatt reports disadvantages
as well, however, such as the friend or family member trying to help
too much. He or she may misrepresent the student’s answers in order
to present the student in the best possible light or may inappropriately
coach the student to perform better.

In addition, regardless of the relationship between the interpreter
and the student, untrained interpreters may be prone to mistranslate,
not keep up with the student’s rate of speaking, forget to include words,
or editorialize or elaborate on the student’s actual responses. It is critical,
therefore, that the interpreter be educated regarding the teacher’s
expectations and the proper way to administer instructions and collect
information (Wyatt, 1998). McCann, Napoli, and Wyatt (1996) found
that 40 percent of California school speech-language pathologists who
use interpreters are concerned about adequate interpreter training. Wyatt
(1998) reports studies that suggest that optimally the interpreter and
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the test administrator should meet three times: once to review the client’s
background and the assessments that will be conducted; next to conduct
the actual assessment; and a third time to discuss the interpreter’s
perceptions of what occurred during the assessment. Test administrators
using interpreters can contribute to the accuracy of the translation by
speaking slowly and clearly, and by avoiding jargon.

Standard 9.5 of the Standards for Educational and Psychological
Testing (AERA et al., 1999) addresses the use of interpreters in testing
situations:

When an interpreter is used in testing, the interpreter should
be fluent in both the language of the test and the examinee’s
native language, should have expertise in translating, and
should have basic understanding of the assessment process.
Although individuals with limited proficiency in the
language of the test should ideally be tested by
professionally trained bilingual examiners, the use of an
interpreter may be necessary in some situations. If an
interpreter is required, the professional examiner is
responsible for ensuring that the interpreter has the
appropriate qualifications, experience, and preparation to
assist appropriately in the administration of the test. It is
necessary for the interpreter to understand the importance
of following standardized procedures, how testing is
conducted typically, the importance of accurately
conveying to the examiner an examinee’s actual responses,
and the role and responsibilities of the interpreter in testing.

(p. 98)

Problems in Test Translation

Regardless of the quality of a translation, whether performed
formally by a professional translation service or informally using an
interpreter, there are several other potential problems that can influence
the usefulness of translations. '

One major variable that influences the utility of translated tests
are student characteristics, including attitude. In a National Center on.
Educational Outcomes (NCEO) study on the impact of bilingual
accommodations for LEP students on statewide reading tests, Anderson
and colleagues (2002) reported the following findings:
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« Accommodations and modifications are not a guaranteed
formula for helping LEP students pass a standardized test.

o Translations are not appropriate for every speaker of a
particular language.

 Not every student wants, or will use, an accommodation
involving translation on a high-stakes test.

o A standardized means of determining which students are
likely to benefit from translations should be created.

« English language proficiency, native language proficiency,
level of test anxiety, and level of peer pressure to use an
English version of a test contribute to determining which
students may benefit from a translated test.

« Even within a single language group, the ability to benefit
from test translation varies from student to student;
generalizations based only on linguistic background should
not be made.

The number of different languages spoken by schoolchildren in
many states and school districts makes the concept of complete
translations fiscally and pragmatically unfeasible even if the
psychometric challenges regarding test validity, reliability, cultural bias,
and population norming can be overcome. ‘

Additionally, there are insufficient numbers of teachers and other
school personnel who are trained to administer, score, and interpret
tests in other languages. This is a particular problem for individualized
assessment procedures such as those performed by school psychologists,
speech-language pathologists, or learning disability specialists because
these procedures require a great deal of interaction between the test
administrator and the student.

Alternatives to Test Translation

Test translation problems have, in fact, made test translation an
unpopular accommodation. In a survey of accommodations employed
by states for linguistic minority students, test translation ranked low
(Liu, Thurlow, Spicuzza, & Heinze, 1997). Several other methods of
accommodating students who are bilingual or who have limited English
proficiency exist: performance rating scales, nonverbal measures
(particularly of intelligence), tape-recorded test instructions in the
student’s native language, and allowing additional time to complete
the assessment. These accommodations also have advantages and
disadvantages. In-fact, they are subject to the same issues regarding
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reliability, validity, and norming as are accommodations using test
translation. Standard 11.9 of the Standards for Educational and
Psychological Tests (AERA et al., 1999) addresses the issue of using
accommodations that do not compromise the reliability, validity, or
norms of a test:

When a test user contemplates an approved change in test
format, mode of administration, instructions or language
used in administrating the test, the user should have a strong
rationale for concluding that the validity, reliability and
appropriateness of norms will not be compromised. (p. 115)

Alternatives to test translation are often difficult to implement
because they require subjective interpretations by the examiner. As a
result they are more time-consuming to score and harder to norm.
Additionally, teachers are most familiar and comfortable with paper-
and-pencil tests because these tests are the mode of assessment that
teachers themselves probably experienced in their own educational
careers.

Regardless of what accommodations are available, the issue of
whether to provide accommodations at all and, specifically, when is it
appropriate to translate a test versus using some the accommodations
noted previously is often a difficult decision. Standard 9.10 of the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al.,
1999) provides guidelines for testing language proficiency:

Inferences about test takers’ general language proficiency
should be based on tests that measure a range of language
features, and not on a single linguistic skill.

For example, a multiple-choice, pencil-and-paper test of
vocabulary does not indicate how well a person understands
the language when spoken or how well the person speaks
the language. (p. 99)

Furthermore, Standard 9.3 states:

When testing an examinee proficient in two or more
languages for which the test is available, the examinee’s
relative language proficiencies should be determined. The
test generally should be administered in the test taker’s
most proficient language, unless proicg,nﬁ in the less
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proficient language is part of the assessment.

Unless the purpose of the testing is to determine proficiency in a
particular language or the level of language proficiency required for
the test is a work requirement, test users need to take into account the
linguistic characteristics of examinees who are bilingual or use multiple
languages. This may require the sole use of one language or use of
multiple languages in order to minimize the introduction of construct-
irrelevant components to the measurement process. For example, in
educational settings, testing in both the language used in school and
the native language of the examinee may be necessary in order to
determine the optimal kind of instruction required by the examinee.
Professional judgment needs to be used to determine the most
appropriate procedures for establishing relative language proficiencies.
Such procedures may range from self-identification by examinees
through formal proficiency testing. (p. 98)

Determining Eligibility for a Translated Test

Large-scale testing programs used by states and school districts
generally have specific guidelines to determine which students should
be assessed in a language other than English. Sometimes these
guidelines are based on practical matters such as cost or feasibility of
obtaining alternative language tests.

For example, one major testing company that investigated creating
licensing exams in a variety of languages determined that it was not
fiscally feasible to do so. The agencies using the licensing exams, the
test takers, and the testing company were none of them in a position to
support the translation costs. Additionally, there were concerns that
offering translated versions in some languages but not others might
appear to be discriminatory. Instead, the testing company created a
policy that permits individuals whose primary language is not English
to apply for an accommodation that allows them time and a half to
complete the exam. Preliminary research by the testing company has
shown that this accommodation doesn’t statistically improve
performance on the exam. Other research, reported by Anderson and
colleagues (2002) and by Ascher (1990), demonstrates that limited
English speakers often need more time to take tests because of the
additional time they require for language processing—that is, internally
interpreting test items from one language to another.

Policies on who may use a translated test are often based on the
number of years of English instruction a person has received, rather
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than on an individualized assessment of English language proficiency.
An example of this kind of policy is illustrated by the language in the
recent ESEA reauthorization mentioned earlier that requires inclusion
of all students in large-scale testing programs if they have been instructed
in English for more than three years.

Indeed there appears to be no normative definition of what
constitutes limited English language proficiency, much less what
proficiency level, or lack of proficiency, provides the student with the
right to receive appropriate test translations and related
accommodations. Several terms, including linguistic or language
minority, limited English proficient, and bilingual, are generally used
to describe students whose primary language is not English, but no
universal normative definitions are used by all the states. (Liu et al.,
1997). Liu and colleagues report in their review of the literature on
LEP students and assessment that each state has a definition but that
the state definitions contain different components, generally variants
of the federal definition.

The federal definition from Title VII of the Improving Schools
Act of 1994 (PL 103-382, Part E, Section 7501: Definitions,
Regulations) defines a student as LEP if he or she meets the following
criteria: -

A student that has sufficient difficulty speaking, reading
or understanding the English language and whose
difficulties may deny such individual the opportunity to
learn successfully in classrooms where the language of
instruction is English or to participate in society due to
one or more of the following reasons:

° Was not born in the United States or whose native
language is a language other than English and comes
from an environment where a language other than
English is dominant;

° Is a native American or Alaskan native . . . and.comes
from an environment where a language other than
English has had a significant impact on such
individual’s level of English proficiency; or

° Is migratory and whose native language is other than
English and comes from an environment where a
language other than English is dominant.
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Special Considerations in Test Translation

Other considerations in test translation involve distinguishing a
language issue from an education issue or learning disability and
understanding that one translation does not suit every speaker of a
particular language.

Language or education deficiency? Some students with LEP may
have come from backgrounds where formal education was limited. This
may be particularly true for political refugees from nations whose
schools were closed due to military or civil unrest. It may also be true
of immigrants arriving from nations where certain groups are denied
access to education because of their ethnicity or their sex. For individuals
with limited schooling, translating tests into their native language will
not help them perform comparably to other students. Translation can

provide a better gauge of their educational level, however, and a sense

of how much of the difficulties they may be experiencing are due to
language differences versus educational differences.

Language difference or disability? Some students with LEP also have
a language or learning disability. It is important, therefore, to test the
student in his or her native language to determine any special education
needs (ASHA, 1985). Federal special education laws (e.g., IDEA)
mandate testing in the student’s native language; however,
disproportionately large numbers of linguistic minority students are
mistakenly labeled as having a disability and are assigned to special
education programs. Special care must be taken to assess students
appropriately so that they are neither inappropriately denied nor
inappropriately placed in special education programs. Again, the proper
use of test translations, especially the use of skilled interpreters who
also have knowledge of appropriate linguistic and behavioral norms,
can be invaluable in ensuring that students are properly diagnosed and
educated.

The fallacy of the “one translation fits all” model. Much has been
written about variations in test performance among English-language
speakers due to linguistic differences. Differences in geographic, social,
ethnic, and racial background as well as other demographic variables
contribute to differences in language use. Differences in language use
can include differences in vocabulary, syntax (word order in a sentence),
morphology (use of word endings), grammar, pronunciation, and
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cultural referents. Large-scale testing programs commonly use
techniques such as differential item functioning analysis (DIF) to control
for any bias in the content of a question that may be a result of these
linguistic and cultural differences. Similar variations in language use
among speakers of the same language occur in most languages. Test
translations must be sensitive to dialectal and other variations that may
occur among common language speakers. One approach is to use words
that are expected to be understood by all; another is to identify and
incorporate several variants of words in the translations. For oral
translations, identifying interpreters from the same geographic region
and social and cultural background as the student is very important in
contributing to accurate and appropriate translations.

Summary

- Test translations can be useful for many students who are LEP
and determined to be eligible for testing accommodations. Several
factors, however, influence the utility of test translations.

One set of factors relates to individual student characteristics and
needs. These include the students’ native language proficiency, dialect,
and culture, as well as the student’s interest in using a translated test.
Not all students will benefit from test translation. Nor will all translations
in a particular language be appropriate for every student who speaks
that language.

Another set of factors relates to the technical features of the test,
including item bias, validity, and norming. Test users must be sure not
only that the test items represent an accurate linguistic translation but
also that the cultural referents are appropriate for the individual student’s
background. Appropriate methods of translation, including back
translations or multiple forward translations, must be used. Additionally,
the test must be validated and normed on a linguistically and culturally
appropriate population, that is, a population similar in demographics
to that of the student’s. Lastly, teachers, translators, and others involved
in the testing process must be educated on how to select, adrmmster
score, and interpret translated tests.
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J] Chapter 11
Testing of Students with Limited
English Proficiency

Kurt F. Geisinger

Considerable testing occurs in the schools and in related
educational settings. Schools are microcosms of society, and changes
that affect society are also likely to affect the schools in similar ways.
The composition of American society has been changing dramatically
in recent years, and this particular change is one that has influenced
schools considerably; its effect on testing is dramatic. This chapter
describes some of the ways that testing needs to be considered in light
of the population shifts that are occurring, beginning with a description
of the extent of these changes, then a consideration of three areas of
test use (as described in Geisinger, 2002) from the perspective of dealing
with individuals whose native language is not English.

Population Shifts in American Society

Many (e.g., Eyde, 1992) have noted changes in American society.

- The predominant change is an increase in groups that do not speak

English. As discussed in the following section, this change is due to
both immigration and increasing birth rates.

Changes in the Population as a Whole

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, the population of the United
States was 275 million in 1995 and is expected to grow to 300 million
by 2010, and to 338 million by 2025. From July 1, 1995, until July 1,
2000, the United States population grew by 12 million people,
approximately 12.5 percent. This growth comes from two primary
sources: immigration and increasing birth rates. Both of these factors
are leading to increases in the numbers of language minorities in the
United States, and this group is growing at rates faster than the rest of
the population. Approximately 2.8 million of the increase from 1995
to 2000 emerged from immigration and of these, approximately 43
percent were Hispanic; 25 percent were White, not Hispanic; 24.5
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percent were from Asia; and some 7 percent were Black, not Hispanic.
The majority of the White, not Hispanic group came from Eastern
Europe and the majority of the Asian group came from Southeast Asia.
Thus, virtually all these immigrants are coming from countries where
English is not spoken, or is not a primary language. The majority of the
increases over this five-year period, however, occurred due to
differential birth rates, that is, rates that differ by ethnic group
membership.

On July 1, 2000, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated the ethnic
breakdown of the United States population (rounded to the nearest whole
percentage) as follows (Geisinger, 2002):

70 percent White, not Hispanic
12 percent Hispanic American
13 percent African American

4 percent Asian American

1 percent Native American

The U. S. Census Bureau estimates the ethnic breakdown of the
United States population by the year 2025 (again rounded to the nearest
whole percentage) will be as follows (Geisinger, 2002):

62 percent White (a decline of 8 percent)

18 percent Hispanic-American (an increase of 6 percent)
14 percent African-American (an increase of 1 percent)
6 percent Asian-American (an increase of 2 percent)

1 percent Native American (no change)

Several types of population changes are occurring. Numbers of
Hispanic Americans are increasing relative to the population as a whole,
and it is estimated that by 2025, they will account for 66 percent more
of the United States population, relative to their current status. Asian
Americans too are growing rapidly in number and will increase by 50
percent. African Americans are growing by a more modest 8 percent.
These gains are offset by a more than 11 percent decrease in the relative
proportion of the largest group: Whites who are not Hispanics.
Therefore, the three largest minority groups are all increasing, with
Hispanic Americans and Asian Americans increasing most rapidly.
Whether schools are ready or will be ready to accommodate this large
and increasing number of language minorities is not yet clear.
Changes in the Schools

A large and increasing group in United States schools is composed
of those students whose native language is not English. This group is
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frequently known as limited English proficient students, or LEP
students. Determinations must be made as to whether these individuals
should be educated in English, their home language, or a combination
of the two, as is often found in bilingual education. From a psychometric
perspective, the testing of these individuals represents a thorny problem.
If they are tested in English, they may not be able to show optimally
what they know and can do. On the other hand, it is pragmatically
difficult to build tests that can assess these students in their home
languages—impossible in many school districts and states where more
than 100 different languages may be spoken in homes.

LEP students currently comprise some 14 percent of the total test-
taking population in our nation’s schools, with approximately 75 percent
of these students being Hispanic. Of the remaining 25 percent of LEP
students, approximately 50 percent are Asian American, primarily
Chinese, Vietnamese, and Korean.

- Of the Hispanic students, more than 50 percent speak English at
home, some 25 percent speak mostly Spanish at home, and 17 percent
report speaking English and Spanish equally often at home (National
Center for Education Statistics, 2002). The mother’s place of birth is
the strongest predictor of the Hispanic student’s primary language. The
language that is spoken in the home of Hispanic students is also closely
related to their educational level. For example, “49 percent of the
Hispanic students who spoke mostly Spanish at home had parents with
a high school education, compared with 83 percent who spoke mostly
English at home” (National Center for Education Statistics: Condition
of Education, Indicator 6, pp. 1-2). Over the 27 years from 1972 to
1999, the percentage of Hispanic students in the schools has risen
dramatically, paralleling the growth in the population as a whole, and
there are large geographical differences reflected in the percentage of
Hispanics enrolled in schools across the regions of our country.
Throughout the entire country, the percentage of Hispanics in public
education has risen from 6 percent in 1972 to 16.2 percent in 1999, an
increase of 170 percent. At their most numerous, in the western part of
the country, however, Hispanics made up 31 percent of the public school
population in 1999, up from 15 percent in 1972. At the other extreme is
the Midwest, where the percentage of Hispanic students was 6 percent
in 1999, up from only 1.5 percent in 1972. Across the country, in 1993—
94, 31 percent of Hispanic, Asian, or Native American children were
classified as LEP students. Overall, the LEP population in American
schools has experienced a 300 percent increase from the early 1990s
into the beginning of the twenty-first century. Clearly, the schools are -
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facing the challenges of teaching students whose English is at best
generally below that of the majority group, and at worst, very poor
(U.S. Department of Education, 1997). These increasing numbers of
LEP students demand changes to many aspects of the educational
process, including testing.

Critical Psychometric Factors in Testing LEP Students:
Culture and Language

The kind of increasingly diverse society that the American melting
pot is places demands upon the professional testing community:
companies, testing professionals (especially those who develop tests),
and those who use the tests that are developed. A number of critical
factors must always be considered in making all testing decisions. These
include the regularly found differences among cultural and ethnic groups
in test performance, especially on cognitive tests of ability and on
measures of school achievement. Second, because tests, whether
cognitive or of other types, are inherently behavioral samples, and
because culture affects behavior, culture too affects test performance.
In fact, if culture affects behavior relevant to the domain covered by a
test, it must also affect test performance or the test itself would not be
validly sampling the behaviors underlying the test. A third factor to
consider is that most tests are language specific. Language is considered
by many anthropologists to be one major factor inherent in culture, but
only a single factor among others.

Determining the composition of the group to be tested is a
preliminary consideration for anyone involved in the testing of groups
of students or other individuals. Those who make decisions about testing
must be aware of the number and size of varying cultural, language,
and ethnic groups present in the targeted population. Such data may be
acquired from local sources or from national groups, such as the U.S.
Census Bureau. Researching the demographics of a group is time well
spent.

Three Decisions in Testing

There are three decision areas related to testing that are greatly
affected by the composition of the group to be tested. These three are
the selection of the testing instrument, the administration of the test,
and the use of the test. The last of these, test use, also subsumes test
interpretation, as the proper use of test data first involves the appropriate
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interpretation of test results. Each of these three testing concerns is
addressed in turn below.

Test Selection

All individuals who decide what test to use are faced first with a
simple question: whether to buy an existing measure or to build one. A
variety of factors influence one or the other possibility. An argument
for purchasing an existing measure is the fact that a test publisher, at
least if the publisher is a major test publisher or a test publisher who
specializes in the area covered by the test, generally can bring more
research and other resources to the test development process. Included
in the test development process is being up to date on the latest strategies
of testing and current content. Similarly, such a publisher can also likely
gather more extensive validation and normative data. Normative and
validation information should be in the test manual, and potential test
users are encouraged to contact the test publisher or even the test author
if they need answers to specific questions. Normative and validation
data are critical for proper test score interpretation and use. If the test
has been available for a reasonable period of time, then potential test
users can also read evaluations of the measure in sources such as the
Buros Mental Measurements Yearbook; the Test Critiques series; and
assessment-related journals, or in some cases, textbooks, such as
Anastasi and Urbina (1997). Of particular interest to the thrust of this
chapter is the necessity of considering not only the validity of the test,
but also its validity when used with the language minority populations
present in a particular setting. In the United States, a finding that validity
data are consistent across groups means that a measure is valid for the
Hispanic population as well as for the majority population. In specific
settings, of course, other language groups may need to be considered.

When one chooses to develop one’s own test, the standard factors
involved in any test construction demand consideration. If the test is to
be administered to and used with a linguistically diverse population,
the questions one must ask about the test become much more complex.
The ultimate questions that must be asked in any decision-making
process relating to test selection and development are () is this measure
valid for the use that is planned, and (b) is the test appropriate for all
the groups involved? The former question requires the potential test
user to decide whether there is evidence that the test can provide the
kind of useful information that can enlighten decision-making in a
particular context. (In the case of an admissions decision, for example,
a valid test would provide information on which potential students are
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most likely to succeed in the ensuing educational program and which
are not. In the case of an achievement mastery test, a valid test would
provide strong indications of the extent to which different students have
in fact learned the material provided in the program.) While data
supporting such a contention may emerge from a single study, it is
more likely to come from a series of studies, which may or may not
have been performed in sequence by the test developer or another test
researcher. Such information is most commonly available either for
the entire population or for the majority group within that population.
Of considerable interest to those testing diverse populations, however,
is how well the test works when used with subgroups of the population.

The second question is therefore somewhat more difficult. It relates
to whether the kind of validation information called for is available for
the varying subgroups within the population. Critical to the present
discussion, of course, is whether this information is available for
Ianguage minorities, in particular, the kinds of language minorities found
in the setting of most interest to the potential test user. Simply put, the
kinds of validation evidence that are employed to justify the use of a
test with the entire population (or with the majority population) must
also be present for all of the language minority groups.

Let us consider a few examples. Does a college admissions
measure that predicts collegiate grades reasonably for students across
the country also work when applied to Hispanics? Does it also work
for recent immigrants whose English is quite weak? Does a measure of
knowledge in history work for students across the country who have
had college-preparatory courses in history throughout their high school
education? That is, does it represent the information provided in the
curriculum in a representative and fair manner? Does the same measure
also fairly and accurately represent the curriculum of students who have
been exposed to a bilingual curriculum, which includes some learning
in English and some in their home language so that these students do
not fall behind their peers as they “catch up” in English? Does it
represent the courses taught in an inner-city school where multiple
languages and cultures are present? For both of these types of tests, are
they valid for individuals whose knowledge of English makes it difficult
for them to read and comprehend the test questions as they are
presented? Are they valid for individuals whose English mastery does
not permit them to read the questions and the choices of answers and to
respond to them as quickly as the majority group in our population?
Test publishers who wish their tests to be used with linguistically diverse
candidates should provide information supportive of positive responses
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to the preceding questions. To be sure, however, such research is
expensive, and only the largest of test publishers are frequently able to
perform this research, regardless of its appropriateness and import.

A number of issues must be considered about an instrument that
will potentially be used with language minority, or LEP, children. The
issue of differential validity is paramount. The issue of whether the test
is fair and unbiased is closely aligned with the validity issue. A third
issue relates to norms; this topic is discussed in the treatment of test
score interpretation and use. The final questions relate to whether there
are forms of the measure more appropriate to LEP students (either in
their home language or in an English-language reduced version) or
whether there is interpretative information so that test users working
with LEP children can effectively understand the meaning of these
students’ scores. (This last type of information is also closely related to
the question of validity.)

. The question of differential validity is most typically seen in the
case of a test that is justified on the basis that it predicts a criterion.
Differential validity is established if the test does not predict comparably
for a minority group as it does for the majority group. Differential
validity can extend to other forms of validity, however. If two groups
(the majority group and a minority group) receive very different
instruction in schools, for example, a test that covers only the content
presented to the majority group could be seen as having differential
content validity. Ultimately, the question of differential validity relates
to whether the results of testing are equally meaningful for all groups.
In the case of LEP students, such questions are critical, for international
students have almost assuredly been exposed to different content in
their instruction, and even those in the United States may have
experienced somewhat different instruction, as for example, if they are
in bilingual or remedial instruction. '

One type of fairness is actually an assessment of differential
validity. Such analyses normally consider the test as a whole. If a test is
differentially valid but is used as if it is not, then at least one group will
likely receive inappropriate results. It is also possible to consider discrete
components of tests, especially individual test questions, to determine
if they contribute to the biased nature of a test. Such analyses are called
differential item functioning analyses, or dif analyses. (See Berk, 1982;
Embretson & Reise, 2000; or Wasserman & Bracken, 2002, for in-
depth treatments of this topic.) Essentially, what dif analyses do is
consider whether individual test items are differentially more difficult
relative to other items on the test for specific, identifiable subgroups in
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the population. Such analyses are best performed during the test
construction process so that items that do not function equivalently for
all groups may be removed from draft versions of an examination. Those
involved in the selection of a test are well advised to review the
procedures used in the development of tests to see if dif procedures
were employed and, in particular, if they were employed using the
language minority subgroups to be tested.

Some tests are available in more than one language version, for
example, in English and Spanish. Ideally, in such a case, the different
forms have been developed and studied in ways to ensure their
comparability. (See Geisinger, 1994, or Sireci, 1997, for considerations
of some of the issues involved.) If, as is most commonly the case, a test
is developed in one language and translated to a second, the term
adaptation is used rather than translation. The reasoning behind this
nomenclature is that changes in tests are not related only to language;
culture too requires the original language form of a test to be changed
to make sure that any references to aspects of culture are equivalent
across the two forms. Such a process inevitably involves committee
processes in which individuals who know about the content and
constructs measured by the test, who are fluent in both languages, and
who are knowledgeable about both cultures consider the test item by
item to ensure that the two forms are indeed equivalent. A test that is
available in more than one language obviously has advantages over
one that is not. Nevertheless, the technical considerations that are
involved in adapting a test from one language and culture to another
are extensive and are infrequently performed in a superlative manner.
A prospective test user must become familiar with the requirements
involved in test translation and adaptation and inspect the procedures
carefully before deciding to use a second language version of a test.

Test Administration

A few test administration issues are particularly relevant to the
testing of LEP students. These include the use of second language forms,
testing in English, and the sociocultural context of testing.

Before assessing Hispanic students with a test in either English
or Spanish, one should make an assessment of each individual’s relative
language abilities. Although there may be circumstances in which one
language needs be used instead of the other, there are also circumstances
where the most valid assessment of what a student knows or can do is
simply of more critical importance. In such a case, assessments of
language competence are needed first. The level of language skill
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typically required to respond to written test questions in English is quite
high, and it is likely that many children whose home language differs
from English, but who appear orally to be quite conversant in English
(and even bilingual), cannot respond to the level of academic English
required by a written examination. The timing of an examination may
also be a concern, because their speed of functioning in their second
language is likely to be much reduced. An assessment of relative
language skills permits a determination of the language in which to
test the LEP student using the proper language form of the examination.

If a language test indicates that a LEP child should be tested in
English, or if no second language version of the test (or a comparable
test) is available, then the child may need to be assessed in English. In
such a case, it is possible that interpretations specific to those whose
home language is not English may be needed. Such interpretations will
likely be based on validation research using students with similar
language skills and normative data using comparable groups. It is
possible, for example, that a test score may have a different meaning
for a student whose native language is English than for one whose
native language is Spanish. This demarcation may be especially true if
English has significant weight on the test, even if that is not what is
intended to be measured by the test (as in the case of a master test of
mathematics using many word problems, an essay test of American
history, or a scale measuring test anxiety). In such an instance, the impact
of language ability on the resultant scales is actually a source of test
invalidity, because it reflects something other than what the test was
intended to measure.

A test user should determine whether it is appropriate in a given
context to use norms for an entire group (that is, the whole population
tested) or for the specific group, of which the individual is a member
(such as Hispanic children of a given age). Differing rationales argue
for each in given contexts, and no general rules are advanced here for
making this determination. One does need to determine the extent to
which children with backgrounds and language skills similar to those
being assessed were included in the reference or norm group. One should
also determine whether norms for language minority children are also
available, and if they are, whether the child or children being assessed
are comparable to those in that specific norm group. Such information
can greatly aid in the interpretation of a child’s performance. In the
same sense that a good test administrator should first assess an LEP
child’s language skills, the test administrator should also consider
assessing the child’s acculturation. (A brief discussion of acculturation
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and its impact on test scores follows in the section on test interpretation
and use.)

Anastasi and Urbina (1997) describe the transcultural context that
sometimes occurs in testing situations. An example of a transcultural
context is when a middle-aged White psychologist administers an
individual test to a Hispanic youngster who has not had significant
exposure to such individuals. Novelty, fear, and cultural factors can
influence the child’s performance; although such factors have generally
not been found in investigations, they have occasionally been noted,
and test administrators should be alert for such possibilities.

Test Interpretation and Use

Most professional test users determine the meaning of scores using
validity and norms. Norms help us to interpret where an individual’s
performance places him or her relative to that person’s particular
reference group. Sandoval (1998) has called for what he terms “critical
thinking in test interpretation.” As such, Sandoval calls for those
interpreting the test performance of students to examine carefully their
preconceptions and the factors they use in explaining performance.
Stereotypes are one such possible explanation of behavior against which
testing professionals need to guard. Sandoval recommends using the
factors that have been properly shown to aid in test score
interpretations—such as test validity, norms, base rates, looking at extra-
test behavior in addition to test scores and performance—and
considering a longer time period than just the testing itself in making
proper interpretations of test results.

Test users can follow general principles for permitting culture
and cultural differences to influence interpretations of test performance
(see Geisinger, 2002). It is particularly important that those using tests
understand how members of specific groups tend to perform on given
assessments in specific domains. The Office of Ethnic Minority Affairs
of the American Psychological Association (1993) has provided
guidelines for test interpretation. One is especially relevant. Guideline
2d states, “Psychologists consider the validity of a given instrument or
procedure and interpret resulting data, keeping in mind the cultural
and linguistic characteristics of the person being assessed. Psychologists
are aware of the test’s reference population and possible limitations of
the instrument with other populations” (p. 46).

The acculturation of culturally diverse individuals being tested
should be assessed, just as their language skills should be. CuEllar
(2000) portrays culture as mediating relationships between personality
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and behavior. That is, one needs to consider the culture from which an
individual comes as part of an interpretation and attribution of his or
her behavior, including behavior on tests. Acculturation occurs as one
learns about and changes in conformance to a new culture. One’s
learning English after coming to the United States, for example, is one
type of acculturation. Test results should be considered in light of the
degree to which an individual who has come to this country has become
acculturated. (See Geisinger, 2002, for a brief overview of acculturation
issues in testing and Marln, 1992, and CuEllar, 2000, for good
summaries of issues involved in the assessment of acculturation.)

Conclusion

Our society is changing rapidly. These changes include dramatic
changes in the numbers of LEP children in the schools. This influx
affects testing. If the acculturation and English proficiency of linguistic
minorities are high, tests are likely to be used effectively. To the extent
that these factors are not high, however, difficulties often arise. This
chapter has presented some information that should help test users in
| deciding whether to build or select a test to be used with this population,
to decide which test to select, to administer the test properly, and to -
interpret scores accurately. Because these issues are so complex, only
high points of the issues involved were mentioned. Test users who work
with linguistically diverse populations need to be most concerned with
validity, and they need to study test manuals and validation reports
carefully to determine whether the tests are appropriate for the
populations with which they work. They also need to consider normative
information and research on the use of the instruments with the
appropriate populations. Caution is, however, the overarching order of
the day.
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|| Chapter 12

Inclusion of Students With
Disabilities in State and District

Assessments

Martha L. Thurlow & Sandra J. Thompson

The inclusion of students with disabilities in state and district
assessments rests on a fundamental belief: All children can learn. This
belief is not about almost all children, or all children except the ones in
the special education classroom. It is about every single child who
receives educational services, even those whose teachers and therapists
work with them at home or in the hospital.

A statement directly related to the belief that all children can learn
is All children have the right to work toward challenging educational
standards. Think about the children with whom you have worked. It
may be easy to think about Tanya, the girl who just won the state
geography contest. It is also possible to assume that the statement applies
to Eric, who does not read very well because of a learning disability;
we can recognize that by using a scanner and books on tape, he is also
working toward standards at grade level. What about Mary, an eighth
grader who is nonverbal, requires extensive physical care, and never
leaves the special education room?

It is possible to have challenging expectations for Mary, just as
for Tanya and Eric. And they all can work toward the same standards.
These premises form the basic assumptions of two important federal
laws: Title I of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB), and the
1997 reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA). The purpose of this chapter is to clarify the rationale for holding
schools accountable for the progress of every student toward
challenging educational standards and to describe the assessment
options for measuring this progress through state and district assessment
systems.

To measure how well children are making progress toward
standards, it makes sense to measure that progress through an
assessment system that is aligned with the standards. According to Title
I, all students in every school must be held to these standards, and the
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progress of all students must be measured and reported to the public.
Students with disabilities are specifically included in the definition of
all in Title 1. Based on assessment reports, schools need to make
instructional and structural changes so that the expectations for all
students are raised, and all children have opportunities to work toward
challenging standards.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001,
P.L..107-110 (2001)

“Such assessments shall . . . provide for the reasonable
adaptations and accommodations for students with
disabilities (as defined under section 602[3] of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act), necessary
to measure the achievement of such students relative to
State academic content and State academic achievement
standards.” (Sec. 1111 [3] [C][ix][1I)).

The amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act of 1997 also focus state and district attention on full participation
of students with disabilities in assessment systems.

Amendments to the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act, P.L. 105-17 (1997)

“Children with disabilities are included in general State
and district-wide assessment programs, with appropriate
accommodations, where necessary. As appropriate, the
State or local educational agency develops guidelines for
the participation of children with disabilities in alternate
assessments for those children who cannot participate in
State and district-wide assessment programs,” (Sec. 612

[a] [18] [A] [i]).
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State Response to Federal Requirements

For the past 10 years, the National Center on Educational
Outcomes (NCEO) has been surveying state directors of special
education about the participation of students with disabilities in
education reform, with a focus on participation in state assessments
and accountability systems. We completed our most recent survey in
2001 (Thompson & Thurlow, 2001). In our survey of all 50 states, we
found that more than half of them reported an increase over previous
years in the state test participation rates of students with disabilities.
Several state directors indicated that this increase was due to the
following factors:

* directions given to professionals in the field

* increased awareness of and compliance with the law

* public awareness of new statewide alternate assessments
* provision of more flexible testing accommodations

Directors from about one fourth of the states reported that the
performance levels of students with disabilities on state tests had
increased. For example, in the state of New York, more students with
disabilities passed the regents exams in 2001 than had even participated
in the exams in previous years (New York State Education Department,
2001).

Assessment Options

Even though all students are expected to participate in a state’s
assessment system, it is not possible to assess all students in exactly
the same way. Sometimes individual students need individual
approaches to assessment in order to show what they know and are
able to do. Most states and districts have defined the following options
for students to participate in the assessment system:

* in the same way as the majority of students
e with accommodations |
° in an alternate assessment

Variations of these three approaches are used in some states. Most
of these, like taking tests with nonapproved accommodations (Thurlow
& Wiener, 2000) or taking tests designed for lower grade levels out-of-
level testing (Thurlow, Elliott, ... Ysseldyke, 1999) are controversial.

Estimates of the percentages of students expected to participate
in assessments in these different ways have been fairly consistent. About
85 percent of students with disabilities have relatively mild or moderate
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disabilities and can participate in state and district large-scale
assessments, either with or without accommodations (Ysseldyke,
Thurlow, McGrew, & Shriner, 1994). These percentages are provided
to give state and district administrators an idea about the rates they
might expect; they are not meant to be caps or cutoff points. It has been
suggested that decision makers start from the premise that most students
with disabilities will participate in general assessments, with or without
accommodations, rather than in alternate assessments (Thurlow, Elliott,
& Ysseldyke, 1998).

Accommodated Assessments

Assessment accommodations are alterations in the way a test is
administered; they should not change the content of the test or the
performance standard. The purpose of accommodations is to ensure
that the student’s knowledge and skills are assessed, rather than the
student’s disability. Researchers argue that accommodations should
boost the performance of students who need them and not affect the
performance of students who do not need them (Fuchs, Fuchs, Eaton,
Hamlett, & Karns, 2000; Tindal, Helwig, & Hollenbeck, 1999). Thus,
assessment accommodations are provided to level the playing field for
students who need them, not to give those students an advantage over
other students.

Currently, every state has a policy governing the use of
accommodations on large-scale assessments. These policies vary widely
across states, with a great range in both the number of students using
accommodations and the variety of accommodations selected (Thurlow,
Lazarus, Thompson, & Robey, 2002). Nearly 60 percent of all states
now keep track of accommodation use during state assessments
(Thompson & Thurlow, 2001). It appears that the use of
accommodations is either increasing or remaining stable about half of
the states reported an increase in use, and the other half reported stable
use. Some directors attributed growth in use to increased awareness
and understanding by educators, parents, and students. (To find out
more about how students across the United States are using assessment
accommodations, go to the NCEO website: www.education.umn.edu/
nceo.)

There are six types of assessment accommodations: setting,
presentation, timing, response, scheduling, and other. Here is a brief
description of each of these categories as they are described in several
NCEO publications:
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Setting accommodations change the location in which an assessment
is given or the conditions of the assessment setting. For example, if a
student has a hard time focusing attention in a group setting, or needs
to take frequent breaks, he or she could request to take a test in a different
room, either alone or in a small group. A student may also need an
individualized setting if he or she uses special equipment, such as a
tape recorder. Changes in setting could mclude special lighting, altered
acoustics, or adapted furniture.

Timing accommodations change the allowable length of testing time
and may also change the way that time is organized. This type of
accommodation is most helpful if a student needs extra time to process
written text, extra time to write, or time to use certain equipment.
Students may also need frequent or extended breaks.

Scheduling accommodations change the particular t1me of day, day
of the week, or number of days over which a test is administered. A
student’s medication or ability to stay alert for a test may require a
request for these changes.

Presentation accommodations change the way a student takes a test
and include changes in test format or procedures and the use of assistive
devices. Some of these accommodations are controversial, especially
in the area of having tests read aloud.

Response accommodations change how a student might respond to
an assessment. As with presentation accommodations, these changes
may include format alterations (such as marking responses in the test
booklet rather than on a separate page), procedural changes (such as
giving a response in a different mode pointing, oral response, or sign
language, for example), and the use of assistive devices (such as use of
a scribe to write student responses or a calculator, a brailler, or other
communication device).

Other accommodations include things like reminding students to stay
on task or offering incentives to encourage students to do their best.

Table 1 shows several examples of accommodations and decision
making questions to ask students. A good resource for specific strategies
for selecting and using assessment accommodations is the Council for
Exceptional Children’s toolkit for educators, called Making Assessment .
Accommodations (ASPUIRE/ILIAD IDEA Partnership Projects, 2000).
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Table 1. Examples of Accommodations and Decision-Making Questions

Examples of Accommodation Questions to Ask a Student

Setting
» Can you focus on your own work in a

room with other students?

b Administer the test in a small group or

individually in a separate location with
minimal distractions. » Do you distract other students?

b Provide special lighting. e Can you take a test in the same way as

. . . . it is given to other students?
p Provide special furniture or acoustics. &

Timing

» Allow a flexible schedule.  Can you work continuously for the entire
b Extend the time allotted to take the test. length of a typically administered portion
of the test (e.g., 20 to 30 minutes)?
p Allow frequent breaks during testing. : ) .

» Do you use accommodations that require

more time to complete test items?

Scheduling
b Administer the test in several sessions, Do you take medication that slows you
possibly over several days, specifying down, with optimal performance at a
the duration of each session. certain time of day?
b Allow subtests to be taken in a different * Does your anxiety level increase
order. dramatically when working in certain

content areas, so that these should be

b Administer the test at different times of
taken after other content areas?

day.
Presentation
e Provide the test on audiotape. = Can you listen to and follow oral
. . directions?
p Increase spacing between items or
reduce items per page or line. » Can you see and hear?
b Highlight key words or phrases in » Can you read printed text?

directions.

> Provide cues (e.g., arrows and stop signs)
on answer form.

Response

> Allow marking of answers in booklet.  Can you track from a test booklet to a

. ?
b Tape record responses for later translation. test response form?

e Can you use a pencil or other writing

b Allow use of scribe.
tool?

b Provide copying assistance between drafts.
Other

b Allow special test preparation. « Is this the first time that you will be
taking a district or state assessment?

> Use on-task/focusing prompts.
Do you have the necessary test-taking

e Allow any accommodation that a student .
y skills?

needs that does not fit under the existing
categories.

Adapted from Elliott, J., Thurlow, M., Ysseldyke, J., & Erickson, R. (1997). Providing assessment accommodations for
students with disabilities in state and district assessments (Policy Directions No. 7). Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota, National Center on Educational Outcomes, Retrieved September 2001, from the World Wide Web: http://
education.umn.edu/NCEO/OnlinePubs/Policy7.html.
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Everyone on a student’s IEP team needs enough information about
assessment participation and accommodations to help a student make
good decisions. Some IEP team members may encourage a student to
use too many accommodations, while keeping their fingers crossed
that something will help. Students should try out a variety of
accommodations in the classroom and, with the teacher, figure out what
works best before the IEP team makes decisions about which ones the
student should use on high-stakes tests.

Some students have had limited experience expressing personal
preferences and advocating for themselves. Speaking out about their
preferences, particularly in the presence of authority figures, may be a
new role for students, one for which they need guidance and feedback.
Winnelle Carpenter, an educational consultant who prepares students
with learning disabilities for high-stakes graduation tests, describes the
process of self-advocacy as follows:

For students with disabilities to self advocate effectively,
they must understand their specific disability; learn their
strengths and challenges; identify factors that are interfering
with their performance, learning, and employment; and
develop compensations, accommodations, and coping skills
to help them succeed. In addition, through careful guidance,
these same students must learn how to apply this knowledge
effectively when making decisions, negotiating and
speaking up on their own behalf. (Carpenter, 1995, p. iv)

The goal is for students to assume control, with appropriate levels
of support, over their assessment participation and to select and use
accommodations that are most helpful to them on assessments,
throughout their daily lives, and in their plans for a successful transition
to adult life.

NCEO interviewed nearly 100 high school students with
disabilities about their participation in a large-scale state test that they
must pass in order to graduate from high school (Thompson, Thurlow,
& Walz, 2001). We wanted to know whether the students had
participated in the statewide assessments and whether they knew their
success on the tests. We also asked the students what accommodations
they used on the state test and in their daily classes, and what
accommodations they thought might be most helpful to them in their
adult lives. We found that most students knew whether they had
participated in testing and how well they did on the tests. About 75
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percent of the students said that they had used accommodations on the
tests. Older students were more likely to use assessment
accommodations than younger students, and the majority of students
used three or fewer accommodations. Extended time, testing in a
separate room in a small group, having directions repeated, and
reviewing test directions in advance were the accommodations used
most often.

Alternate Assessment Participation

IDEA 1997 now requires all states to have alternate assessments
in place, meaning they are developed and implemented, and the data
are reported. An alternate assessment is a way to measure the
performance of students who are unable to participate in general large-
scale assessments used by a district or state. Alternate assessments
provide a mechanism for students with significant disabilities to be
included in the assessment system.

Our survey results from all 50 states tell us that nearly all state
alternate assessments assess the same standards as general assessments
either by expanding state academic content standards, linking a set of
functional skills back to standards, or assessing standards plus an
additional set of functional skills (Thompson ... Thurlow, 2001). We
have seen the alignment of alternate assessments with standards evolve
a great deal, especially over the past four years. Several states that in
1999 indicated they were developing alternate assessments based on a
special education curriculum are now making a connection between
their alternate assessments and state academic content standards. Several
strategies have been used to show progress toward academic content
standards through alternate assessments. More than half of the 50 states
organize the data collected for a student’s alternate assessment into
some type of portfolio, while others summarize the results on a checklist
or rating scale.

Many states have expanded their academic content standards to
include functional skills, known in different states as basic, access,
essential, or fundamental skills. Selecting performance indicators that
are clearly aligned with standards is critical to the inclusion of alternate
assessment participants in standards-based reform. For example, one
state has this geometry standard: “ The student will apply the properties
of geometric shapes and spatial sense to connect geometry with problem-
solving situations.” There are several skills or performance indicators
an alternate assessment participant could master to show progress
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toward this standard. Here are a few:
° Touch a switch to turn on a stereo.
° Open a can using an electric can opener.
° Stock shelves at a grocery store.
> Determine if personal wheelchair will fit through a space.
° Recognize or identify safety symbols.

In their book Alternate Assessments for Students with Disabilities
(2001), Thompson, Quenemoen, Thurlow, and Ysseldyke acknowledge
that some educators question whether these skills sufficiently represent
“properties of geometric shapes and spatial sense,” and some may see
these connections as quite a stretch. The bottom line, however, is that
all students gain from an understanding of geometric shapes and spatial
sense to solve problems, achieve independence, and make contributions
in their home, workplace, and community. Here are examples of two
students we might expect to participate in alternate assessments:

Travis is a nine-year-old student who is cognitively
impaired and uses a wheelchair. He has an intro talker that
hasn’t been used much. His communication is very limited.
He is using a small amount of sign language. He sometimes
recognizes the letter T for his first name but doesn’t do
this consistently. Due to his nonverbal communication, it
is difficult to tell what he knows in math. He can bang on
the keyboard of a computer but is currently working on
matching the letters from the monitor screen to the
keyboard.

Mandy is currently tube fed; suction is required periodically
during the day, and oxygen is kept close by with an
emergency medical plan in place. She has a regressive
genetic disorder and attends school three days per week.
Mandy uses a wheelchair. Her goals include maintaining a
level of alertness (that is, awake versus sleep, seizure, or
semi-responsive) maintaining her weight, and increasing
her level of tolerance for range of motion.

Are some students too low functioning to participate in alternate
assessments? Think back to the beginning of this chapter when we
talked about the students in the “special” classroom—the students who
are still learning to chew and swallow food. How could eating be related
to an academic standard? Clearly, there are choices involved in eating
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a meal. Making choices requires communication skills, whether to
request a particular drink, choose between two vegetables, or spit out
an undesired item. Is the student learning to use any assistive technology
for eating? Many states have standards in tools and technology that a
student might be working toward. By thinking through what success
means for each student, the connection between content standards and
the learning that students need in order to be successful is clarified.
The laws and guidance previously presented make it clear that the
educational progress of every child who receives educational services
must be assessed.

Assessment Decisions

All members of a student’s IEP team need to be clear about the
fact that they are not to consider whether a student will participate in
assessments, but how that paﬂicipation might take place. The IEP team
must determine whether a student with disabilities receiving special
education services will participate in assessments under standardized
conditions, with or without accommodations, or will participate in
alternate assessments. This is an important responsibility and involves
more than just a simple checkmark on an IEP form. Each IEP team
member needs enough information about assessment participation
options to be able to make informed decisions with a student.

In the past, assessment participation guidelines in several states
maintained that students who were not working toward district or state
standards should not participate in general district or state assessments;
these students were likely candidates for alternate assessments. As we
learn more about how all students can work toward the same standards,
participation decisions in many states are no longer based on such
statements as, “Student is not working toward state standards,” or
“Student has a different curriculum.” Students may be showing what
they have learned in different ways, and they may be working on
different skills at different levels of competence, but the standards should
provide the target toward which all students progress.

The question IEP teams need to ask is, “Can this student show
what he or she knows on paper-and-pencil tests when given
accommodations?” If the answer is no, even with the accommodations
the student is accustomed to using, then participation in alternate
assessments would be a likely choice. Notice that the question is not,
“Can the student do well on the test?” There are students who may not
perform well, even with accommodations that they are accustomed to
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using. When this concern arises (and it will), go back to the purpose of
the test. The purpose of this type of assessment is to see how all the
students at a particular grade level are progressing toward standards. It
is important to see who is doing well and who is not, so that
programmatic and budgetary adjustments can be made. Figure 1 shows
a practical assessment participation decision process. Decisions about
the accommodations a student will need are also a challenge for many
IEP teams. The challenge is due, in part, to not having considered
accommodations in the classroom. Thus, asking questions like those
presented in Figure 1 is a helpful first step. As decisions in the classroom
improve, this aspect of assessment decision making should also improve.

Figure 1. Participation Decision-Making Process

Is the student working toward
challenging academic content
standards?

If no, adjust the student’s
instruction so that he or she is —p
working toward challenging

academic content standards. /

Can the student show what he or she
knows on a general assessment, using
accommodations?

/

If yes, go on to the next
question.

If no, consider alternate If yes, the student should

assessment participation for the participate in the general

student. assessment with a careful plan for
the use of accommodations.

Consequences of Including Students With Disabilities in
State and District Assessments

When NCEO asked state directors to tell us about the
consequences of including students with disabilities in standards,
assessments, and accountability systems, they were overwhelmingly
positive in their responses (Thompson & Thurlow, 2001). Here are some
of the positive consequences identified by state special education
directors:

o
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« “ Teachers of students with disabilities report becoming more
involved in local general education initiatives to improve
instruction in the standards.”

» “ Some students with disabilities report feeling more involved
in general education activities.”

« “Parents and special educators support raising the level of
expectations for students with disabilities.”

o “Students in special education are getting more rigorous
curriculum and the standards are effecting change in
instruction.”

» “ Many people have expressed that they are pleased that “all
means all.””

« “ Students are being taught more challenging material based
on state standards, since teachers have been given resources
to ‘extend’ the standards.”

« “ The performance of students with disabilities on some state
assessments is improving.”

At the local level, teachers, counselors, school administrators, and
others have also reported several positive consequences of inclusion in
state and district assessments. Here are some comments heard from
IEP team members (Thompson, Quenemoen, et al., 2001):

o “Teachers of students with significant disabilities see
themselves as professionals—not babysitters once they
realize that their students can reach much higher
expectations than in the past. Standards are good for kids!”

o “I think in our school, for the first time, these students are
seen as who they really are, individuals with a unique
personality. This happened as soon as more of the staff and
community became involved with them through standards-
based instruction and assessment.”

« “Standards and assessments bring together the best skills of
both general and special educators.” ‘

s “Alignment between instruction and assessment is increased
with alternate assessment.”

» “Assessment ensures that students are represented in the
school accountability system, and that’s important to getting
noticed on our improvement committee.”

Nothing new comes without cost, however, and there have been
plenty of challenges as students with disabilities are included in
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standards, assessments, and accountability systems. Here are some of
the challenges identified by state directors (Thompson & Thurlow,
2001):

* “Some school district administrators are concerned that
including scores of students with disabilities will lower their
overall district scores, and consequently, their district
ratings.”

° “Some schools that have a disproportionate number of
students with disabilities attending their school building feel
the accountability system that considers the performance
of all students enrolled is not fair.”

* “Some people question how students with disabilities can
access or reach the state learning standards.”

* “Some teachers have observed a negative effect to the self-
esteem of students with disabilities who were not able to
respond to many questions on the state assessment.”

* “Some administrators are not abiding by the requirements
regarding accommodations and modifications because of
the time and paperwork required. It’s hard to set up so many
testing circumstances.”

* “Parents are concerned that their children won’t graduate.”

The last comment is a concern expressed by parents, students,
and educators nationwide. Currently, at least 20 states use their large-
scale assessments as a requirement for graduation from high school
(Guy, Shin, Lee, & Thurlow, 1999). Students who do not reach a certain
score or performance level, or who participate in alternate assessments,
may not be eligible for a regular high school diploma. In some states,
these students would receive a special education diploma, or some type
of certificate of attendance or completion. This may have implications
for college entrance or potential employment. In the elementary and
middle school grades, not reaching a certain score on grade-level
benchmark assessments may require students to repeat a grade or attend
summer school (Quenemoen, Lehr, Thurlow, Thompson, & Bolt, 2000).
Each state’s requirements are different, but generally the stakes for
receipt of a high school diploma are increasing. It is important for
students to understand the purpose of each assessment they take and
the consequences of the scores.

210
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Summary

The shift to standards-based reform is challenging for everyone.
Development of inclusive assessment systems to measure progress
toward standards is part of that challenge. Overall, state data show a
trend toward more inclusive participation and improved performance
on state assessments by students with disabilities. As you work with
[EP teams on the participation of students with disabilities in state and
district assessments, become familiar with the standards, assessment
guidelines, accommodations, and alternate assessments in your own
state. Most state education agency websites contain basic information
about the state standards and assessments, and most states and districts
provide ongoing training. It is important to understand your state’s
approach thoroughly to be able to include effectively in state and district
assessments all the students you serve.
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Chapter 13
Assessment of and Accountability

for Students With Disabilities

Putting Theory Into Practice
Judy Elliott

e ey
~—

By now you have a thorough awareness and understanding of
IDEA 1997 and the impact of its regulations on assessment and
accountability programs for students with disabilities; however, the
implementation from state to state and district to district, even in the
same state, varies to an amazing degree. As we head into another
reauthorization of IDEA, it is accurate to say that we, as a nation, have
not fully implemented what we were legislated to do six years ago, but
we have accomplished a great deal to better the education of students
with disabilities.

In this chapter we will look briefly at some of the realities of the
implementation of inclusive assessment and accountability from the
school district perspective. The issues may vary from those in your
district, or they may be similar or identical. Let this discussion be your
guide to what is possible when you keep your eyes, energies, and passion
on the target—inclusive assessment and accountability.

Inclusive assessment and accountability for all students with
disabilities has been a significant focus of educators for the past six
years. Yet only 35 states reported 19992000 test results for students
with disabilities on some of their state assessments (Bielinski, Thurlow,
Callendar & Bolt, 2001). Sixteen of these states reported participation
and performance results for students with disabilities on .all of their
1999-2000 assessments. To date most states report only the number of
students with disabilities taking tests, without indicating what percentage
of the total that number is; that practice is better known as drifting
denominators and nimble numerators. Only nine states report
participation rates, which not only include the number of students taking
tests but also compare this number to the whole population of students
with disabilities to illuminate how many are not taking tests. So we _
still do not really know how well students with disabilities are
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performing according to what the law intended.

What we do know is that the spirit and integrity of IDEA
implementation start in our own backyard—at the local level. It is up
to local directors and assistant superintendents of special education,
working with superintendents and boards of education, to ensure that
all students are included in accountability and assessment. This effort
to ensure inclusion is critical because the reality is that in many states,
accountability and assessment policies do not always focus on all
students, including students with disabilities. Loopholes abound. For
example, peruse the following short list of critical knowledge for
inclusive accountability and assessment and reflect on how much you
and your administrators, counselors, teachers, and boards of education
know about them:

e Teachers, counselors, and administrators know and
understand what is required in terms of district and state
assessments.

s Teachers, counselors, and administrators know who actually
participates in what assessment, when they participate, and
with what accommodations. '

s Teachers, counselors, and administrators know how students
with disabilities are included in published score reports and
accountability reports.

o Teachers, counselors, and administrators know the subtleties
of accommodation use and how those scores are reported.
(For example, consider the automatic disaggregation or
deletion of scores from accountability reports of the students
who use certain accommodations.)

o Teachers, counselors, and administrators understand the
reporting requirements of IDEA 1997 and its reflection of
state assessment policies.

Indeed the areas of assessment and accountability are just one
focus of IDEA 1997 and the recently passed No Child Left Behind Act,
but they still are an important foundation for providing equal access
and opportunity to learn for all students, including students with
disabilities. Most important, these areas provide the foundation on which
improved curriculum and instruction can be built.
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The Rough Realities of Implementation

Let’s explore some realities of implementing inclusive
accountability and assessment practices at both the district and
classroom levels. Do any of the following questions and comments
from teachers, counselors, and site administrators ring true with your
experiences in the trenches?

* “What happens if I allow one of my students a needed but
nonstandard accommodation on the state test?”

* “No student in my classroom gets an accommodation or
extended time in or out of my classroom on tests or
assignments!”

* “Just how many days does ‘extended time’ encompass?”

* “You should have planned better for the graduation test
administration. It is too late to give your students the
accommodations written on their IEPs. We don’t have the
space, time, or personnel to provide them.”

* “Sure, give your students any and all the accommodations
they need for the state test!”

* “You know, if we get the parents to say they want to exempt
their kids from the testing, we won’t have to worry how
they perform, and better yet, their scores won’t be included.”

The good, the bad, and the ugly, as the saying goes, and these are
definitely the ugly but also the reality of what school districts and other
sites deal with when trying to implement inclusive accountability. Now
comes the hard part—effecting change.

Opportunity and Access

This is where it all begins—the opportunity to learn and the access
to curriculum and quality instruction. There are a number of questions
to ask yourself as you explore this area. For example, what standards
are students in your school building and district working toward? How
are these reflected in the curriculum? Are the two alighed? What
curriculum are students with disabilities learning—same, different, or
modified? If “modified” is your answer, then reflect on what exactly
modified means and who makes the decisions about what is modified
and to what degree. Is this left to teacher discretion? If it is, what aspects
of the general education curriculum are allowed to be modified
according to teacher discretion? The process and integrity of standards

)
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-and curriculum implementation should be the same for all students,
including students with disabilities.

Education as a field has aggressively entered the arena of high-
stakes testing where, in most states, students “do not pass go” if they
do not pass the state test. This issue has grown to involve 22 states
where graduation exams exist, a figure that changes daily. In other states
and districts, benchmarks have been set whereby students may not be
promoted to the next grade level unless they meet the requirement. The
critical importance of opportunity to learn for all students is part of the
focus of a current class-action lawsuit against the California Department
of Education.

Legal Repercussions of Denying Opportunity and Access

In May 2001, Disability Rights Advocates (DRA) filed a class-
action lawsuit (Juleus Chapman et al. v. California Department of
Education) against the California Department of Education, challenging
the state’s high school exit exam (see Figure 1). Issues raised in this
suit are (a) the failure to implement effective standards and procedures
for ensuring that students with disabilities obtain reasonable
accommodations they need on the exam; (b) the failure to align the
subject matter tested with what students with disabilities are actually
taught; and (c) the lack of an alternate assessment, as required by law,
for students with disabilities who cannot demonstrate their skills on
the high school exit exam, even with accommodations.

In spring 2002, the first administration of the California High
School Exit Exam (CAHSEE) took place. Although the accommodation
issue is, for the most part, resolved by allowing students to use any and
all accommodations listed on their IEP plans or 504 plans for the
CAHSEE, access to the same material tested and equal opportunity to
learn is not. Let’s face it: There are some folks who say it is hard enough
to get the test scores up for the general population without worrying
about students with disabilities. On the other hand, there are others
who argue that we treasure what and whom we measure.

22!
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Figure 1. Notice Regarding Testing Accommodations and
Modifications on the California High School Exit Exam

Notice to All Parents and Guardians of Children With
an Individualized Education Program (IEP) or a
Section 504 Plan

The case Juleus Chapman et al. v. California Department of
Education et al., No. C01-1780 CRB, is currently pending in
the United States District Court for the Northern District of
California. Plaintiffs in the case, a group of learning disabled
students, claim that the California High School Exit Exam
(CASHEE), to be given to tenth graders on March 5, 6, and 7,
2002, violates rights guaranteed to learning disabled students
under federal law. The Court has issued an Order that requires
the March CAHSEE to be administered in accordance with the
following procedures:
(1) Students shall be permitted to take the CAHSEE
with any accommodation or modifications’ their |[EP or
Section 504 plan specifically provides for the CAHSEE.
If a student’s IEP or Section 504 plan does not address
the CAHSEE specifically, the student shall be
permitted to take the CAHSEE with any
accommodation or modifications their IEP or Section
504 plan provides for standardized testing. If a
student’s |IEP-or Section 504 plan does not address
either the CAHSEE specially or standardized testing
generally, the student shall be permitted to take the
CAHSEE with any accommodation or modifications
their IEP or Section 504 plan provides for general
classroom testing.
(2) Some of the accommodations and modifications to
which the students are entitled under this Order,
pursuant to (1) above, have already been approved by
the State. With regard to others, the State has
determined that they will “invalidate” the test score and
a waiver will be required before a diploma is granted.
While this Order requires that students be permitted to
take the CAHSEE with any accommodation or
modifications defined in (1) above, the Court has not
yet decided how taking the CAHSEE with a
modification not approved by the State will affect the
receipt of a diploma. A student may choose to forego
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(Figure 1 cont.)
any accommodation or modification to which he or she
is entitled under this Order.

(3) If a student’s IEP or Section 504 plan specially
provides for an alternate assessment in lieu of the
CAHSEE, an alternate assessment shall be provided. If
a student’s IEP or Section 504 plan does not specifically
address the CAHSEE but provides for an alternate
assessment in lieu of generalized standardized testing,
an alternate assessment to the CAHSEE shall be
provided. If a student’s IEP or Section 504 plan does
not specifically address the CAHSEE or standardized
testing but provides for an alternate assessment in lieu
of general classroom testing, an alternate assessment
to the CAHSEE shall be provided. Students entitled to
an alternate assessment shall not be required to take
the CAHSEE, but may do so if they choose.

(4) While this Order requires that an alternate
assessment be provided to certain students, the Court
has not yet decided how an alternate assessment will
affect the receipt of a diploma.

(5) In order for a student covered by this Order to avail
himself of any rights under this Order, no additional IEP
or Section 504 plan meeting shall be necessary.

1. California has defined an accommodation as a change in the CAHSEE (in
format, student response, timing, or other attribute) that does not invalidate the
score achieved. California has defined a modification as a change in the
CAHSEE that invalidates the test score because it fundamentally alters what

the test measures.

What Educators Know

A good place to start in our effort to provide opportunity and
access is in finding out what teachers, counselors, administrators, and
others do and do not know about standards, instruction, and curriculum
adaptation. We cannot assume that all teachers know how to adapt
curriculum while maintaining the integrity of the standards. Research
has shown that there are essential elements of effective instruction
known to improve the academic achievement of students, including
students with disabilities. In other words, good instruction is good
instruction, regardless of the student. However, for many years, students
with special needs have been placed in a separate environment, with
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different curriculum and slower paced instruction than in the regular
classrooms, when in fact these students needed the opposite—fast-paced
instruction with precision teaching geared toward what all students
should know and be able to do.

Indeed teachers and other educators know about good instruction
and standards, but does that knowledge apply to teaching students with
disabilities? Too often educators, including special education educators,
believe that students with disabilities are not able to work toward the
same standards and curriculum as students without disabilities. Too
often educators are unaware of the exact nature of a disability,
particularly how and when it may or may not affect learning.

Variation in interpretation of the law abounds. In one district, as
the administration of the high-stakes exit exam came upon them,
teachers of students with disabilities were unaware of accommodations
or the need for them to be on the students’ written IEPs. This occurred
after hours of staff development, inservices, and topical forums on the
requirements of IDEA, the state’s graduation exam, and the essential
elements of effective instruction. Amazingly enough, in some cases,
teachers were still unaware that students with disabilities were required
by law to be included in some assessment—either district and state or
alternate assessments. In randomly perusing written IEPs, one
administrator found the words “exempt for district/state testing” written
into a student’s IEP. This was five years after IDEA 1997.

The third largest urban school district in California, the Long
Beach Unified School District (LBUSD), with approximately 97,000
students, uses checklists created for teachers and administrators that
are directly related to district initiatives of literacy and effective
instruction (see Figure 2). These checklists reflect the elements of
effective instruction as well as content-relevant indicators that have
been taught through professional development training. In effect, these
checklists allow both teachers and administrators to monitor the integrity
and implementation of what has been provided through staff
development programs and what is expected in the classroom.

226
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Figure 2. Long Beach Unified School District’s Components of
Effective Instruction and Corresponding Checklist

Components of Effective Instruction

Planning Instruction

* The degree to which goals and expectations for
performance and success are stated clearly and
understood by the student

Managing Instruction
* The degree to which classroom management is effective
and efficient
* The degree to which there is a sense of positiveness in the
school environment

‘Delivering Instruction

* The degree to which there is an appropriate instructional
match

* The degree to which lessons are presented clearly and
follow specific instructional procedures

* The degree to which instructional support is provided for
the individual student

* The degree to which sufficient time is allocated to
academics and instructional time is used efficiently

* The degree to which the students’ opportunity to respond
is high

Evaluating Instruction

* The degree to which the teacher actively monitors student
progress and understanding

* The degree to which student performance is evaluated
appropriately and frequently

Reprinted from Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J., & Elliott, J. (1997). Strategies and
tactics for effective instruction. Longmont, CO: Sopris West.
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(Fig.2 cont.)
Checklist of Critical Factors for Effective Instruction

Planning: The degree to which goals and expectations for
performance and success are stated clearly and
understood by the student

Effective teachers:

Set clear goals

Set high expectations

Demand high success rates

Check for student understanding
Provide direct and frequent feedback

Managing: The degree to which classroom management is
effective and efficient '

Effective teachers:

Select 5-7 classroom expectations and
procedures, and explicitly communicate
expectations about classroom behavior
Handle behavioral disruptions promptly
Have an ongoing surveillance system
Develop a sense of accountability and
responsibility in their students

Effective classrooms are those in which:

Well-established instruction routines are used
Transitions are brief

Considerable time is allocated to instruction
Classroom interruptions are held to a minimum

Managing: The degree to which there is sense of
positiveness in the school environment

Effective school environments are those in which there is:

An academic focus with a humanistic orientation
A cooperative rather than competitive learning
structure

Strong administrative leadership
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(Fig.2 cont.)

Parent-teacher contact and collaboration
A belief among teachers that students can learn
A set of realistic, high expectations

Delivering: The degree to which there is an appropriate
instructional match

Effective teachers:

Identify the student’s level of skill development
Analyze the demands of classroom tasks
Match tasks to student aptitudes

Analyze learning conditions in the classroom
Assign tasks that are relevant to instructional
goals

Ensure high student success rates

Check for student understanding

Delivering: The degree to which lessons are presented
clearly and follow specific instructional
procedures

Effective teachers:

Use a demonstration-prompt-practice sequence
Make instruction explicit

Check for student understanding

Systematically apply principles of learning

Delivering: The degree to which instructional support is
provided for the individual student

Effective teachers:

Monitor and adjust instruction

Model thinking skills

Teach learning strategies

Provide time needed to learn
Provide considerable guided practice

'—,r"
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(Fig.2 cont.)

Delivering: The degree to which sufficient time is
allocated to academics and instructional time
is used efficiently

Effective teachers:
Allocate sufficient time to instruction
Get students actively engaged
Engage in frequent, high-intensity student-
teacher interaction

Delivering: The degree to which the students’
opportunity to respond is high

Effective teachers:
Provide many opportunities to respond
Provide specific error correction
Alternate teaching strategies

Evaluating:The degree to which the teacher actively
monitors student progress and understanding

| Monitoring must be
Active
Frequent

Evaluating: The degree to which student performance is
evaluated appropriately and frequently

Evaluation must be:
Frequent
Congruent with what is taught

Reprinted from Algozzine, B, Ysseldyke, J., & J. Elliott (1997). Strategies and
tactics for effective instruction. Longmont, CO: Sopris West.
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Staff Development and Training

What does training in your district or building look and sound
like? In LBUSD, all staff development is offered and conducted for
both general and special educators together as one group. Staff
development is often collaborative and conducted by the general
education curriculum coaches and special education personnel. Teachers
at all grade levels are trained in content areas, including literacy, and
monitored for their implementation of what they learned. There is no
separate curriculum or way to teach students with disabilities except
that which is highly specialized for specific populations (such as picture
exchange communication systems for autistic students). Although the
content for students who are learning life skills may be different, the
instructional strategies and the essential elements of instruction remain
the same. The result is that teachers are now collaborating and
conversing more than ever before and are able to share ideas and
successful teaching methodologies.

Instruction and Assessment Accommodations:
Who Gets Them? Who Decides?

One of the biggest challenges facing schools in the area of
assessment is whether and how to accommodate students with
disabilities for instruction and for classroom, district, and state
assessments. Once again, the interpretation and application of
accommodations vary widely.

As you know, an accommodation is a change in the way a test is
administered. There are six basic areas of accommodations: the way
the test is presented, the setting in which it is taken, the manner in
which students respond, the timing of the test, the schedule of test
administration, and other, which is a category for accommodations that
don’t not fit neatly into the first five areas. (See chapter 7 for a more
complete discussion of accommodation categories.)

The variation in interpretation of accommodations is evident in
several court cases, including one recently decided by the federal district
court of Oregon. In February 1999, a class-action lawsuit was filed on
behalf of students with learning disabilities who attend Oregon public
schools (Advocates for Special Kids [ASK] v. Oregon State Board of
Education). Among the many allegations, the one that clearly stood
out the most addressed the accommodations allowed for the state
assessment. (Modifications is the term for not allowed, or nonstandard,
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accommodations in Oregon.) At the time of the lawsuit, Oregon used a
list of accommodations and modifications. Accommodations were
allowed, whereas modifications were said to change the test construct,
or what the test was measuring, and therefore were not allowed. This
meant that if a student with a learning disability needed a modification
to take the assessment, it would be granted, but the student’s test score
would not be valid. However, the judge overseeing the case, based on
a report from a court-appointed blue ribbon panel (Elliott, Engelhard,
Schrag & Vogel, 2000), found that the list of accommodations was too
narrow. Additionally, the list of modifications had been developed based
on extant accommodation research but not accommodation research in
the context of the state test. Therefore, there was no available research
to show that the list of modifications in fact invalidated the constructs
of the state’s assessment. In the end, the judge ruled that all
accommodations (and modifications) be considered valid unless and
until- research provides evidence that a modification or nonstandard
accommodation altered the construct that the test was measuring. (For
further discussion, see the Oregon Department of Education website at
http://www.ode.state.or.us/. A copy of the blue ribbon panel report is
available at http://www.ode.state.or.us/sped/report.pdf.)

Not only has this class-action suit proved to be the nation’s
landmark case surrounding accommodations, it has made many states
and assessment personnel pause to reflect on whether they are next to
be called into court for similar issues. The same attorneys, for almost
identical allegations, have in fact called the California Department of
Education into court, as discussed previously. If a student uses a
nonstandard accommodation on California’s required SAT9 state
assessment, the score gets kicked out of the system and doesn’t count
in the district’s accountability performance index (API). It is just as
though the student did not take the assessment at all. Of course, this
practice is not unique to California. It is one of the loopholes folks
have found to keep test scores up and students with disabilities out.

Teachers have been known to be reluctant, even vehemently
opposed, to allowing students accommodations on tests, state or
classroom, and on assignments. That reluctance is most often due to
lack of understanding or misinformation about the law, the IEP or 504
process, and the purpose and need for accommodations. Furthermore,
although IEP teams make accommodation decisions, these teams are
not always informed or knowledgeable about how or on what to base
these decisions. The trend over the past few years has been for IEP
teams to use checklists to guide decisions (see Thurlow, Elliott, & °
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Ysseldyke, 1998). Another tool that has helped the integrity of
accommodation decision making is an IEP page tailored to making
these decisions (see Figure 3). By tailoring an IEP to cover assessments
and accommodations, we can better ensure that all parties on the IEP
team are aware of what assessments are required and what
accommodation may be needed for instruction, classroom tests, and
district and state assessments.

In LBUSD, the development and use of a new accommodations
for assessment page has improved not only the integrity of decision
making, but also the appropriate use of accommodations for students.
In one year’s time the use of accommodations as a whole, including
nonstandard accommodations, on the SAT9 dropped by approximately
6 percent. In addition, approximately 1,200 more students took the SAT9
than had taken it the year before. The significance of this statistic is
that not only did more students take the required assessment, but more
test scores of students with disabilities were included in score reports
and in school and district API reports

Although not the focus of this chapter, it would be remiss not to
mention the alternate assessment. As mentioned, the use of the new,
improved IEP led LBUSD to show incredible assessment participation.
The district has developed a standards-based alternate assessment that
encompasses several broad domains. It is administered during the same
testing window as the state assessment, and it is a secured assessment
that is performance based, scored with a rubric, and monitored through
inter-rater reliability. We have per-student, classroom, grade-level,
domain-area, and building alternate assessment test data. The overall
participation and accommodation data for this assessment and the SAT9
are shown in Figure 4. Only 4 percent of students with disabilities (in
the third largest urban school district in California) were not tested at
all. Some of you may be skeptical about these data; others of you may
be eager to know how we as a district accomplished this. Read on.
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Figure 4. Long Beach Unified School District Graph of Students with Disabilities
Participation Rates in 2001 SAT9Y and Alternate Assessments

Percentage of Students with Disabilities Participating in
2001 SAT9 Testing and Alternate Assessments
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Total Number of Students Enrolled Grades 1-11 6644
Tota! Number of Students Tested Grades 1-11 6467 (97%)

Total Number of Students Tested with SAT9 5884 (91%)
Total Number Tested with Alt. Assessment 583 (9%)
Total Number of Students Not Tested 177 (3%)
Total Number of Students Enrolled 7711

Where the Rubber Meets the Road:
The Use of Data to Drive Reform

As discussed, the spirit and integrity with which IDEA 1997 is
implemented begins at the local level. Here’s how LBUSD made
changes within a two-year assessment cycle. We began by working
with our research and student evaluation office to get our hands on
district and state assessment data for students with disabilities. These
data included participation rates, accommodations used, and test results.
What follows is a list of what we did and continue to do with the data
on a yearly basis:

» Disaggregate all district and state assessment data for
students with disabilities: We disaggregate by type of service
provided. For example, students who receive speech and
language therapy services only, those who are in self-
contained programs, or those receiving resource room
services. We also look at the data by disability, individual
grade level (such as grade four), and overall grade levels
(such as elementary, middle, and high school). And, of
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course, we can look at data by gender, ethnicity, and the
like.

e Disaggregate test results by accommodations used: We look
at what accommodations are most requested, how often, at
what levels of service delivery, and at what grade levels.
We examine the combinations of accommodations requested
for assessments and specific subtests. For example, some
students are allowed a special location, extended time, and
use of a calculator. We look for patterns and trends among
grade levels and subtests. (Depending on the type of norm-
referenced or criterion-referenced tests your state or district
administers, accommodations used will vary widely.)

The usual trend in LBUSD is that there are a few accommodations
that are used most frequently, and there is a decrease in use as grade
levels go up. For example, high school students often show a drop in
accommodation usage. Part of our work has been to find out why. Is it
because students do not need them? Don’t want them? The IEP team
didn’t think they were necessary? Didn’t know what was allowed or
where to write them on the TEP?

Another interesting analysis we do is to select IEPs randomly
and look at what accommodations were written in the document, then
cross-reference this to what was actually used on the district and state
assessments. We also do the opposite, looking at the test
accommodations recorded as being used, then cross-referencing them
to student IEPs to see if what was actually provided for the test was
written in the IEP. Try a similar analysis of your own district’s data.
You will be amazed at what you find. We were.

We compare the normal curve equivalent or percentile rank by
assessment and subtests between general education and special
education populations by individual grade level and overall grade levels.
We typically find a parallel performance trend, with students in special
education achieving at a similar level to each other but below the general
education population. This trend may or may not be the same across
overall grade levels. We look at individual school profiles, grade level
profiles, and so forth to see where the gap is smallest, then dig deep to
find out why. It is here we discover what is working to improve student
achievement.

We create individual building profiles of student achievement by
students who receive only related services, are in a self-contained setting,
or are served by resource services (Figure 5). On the same graphic
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profile we superimpose the general education population scores for the
same school. We also create graphic profiles to illustrate and compare
the percentages of these student populations that participated in the
test. This past year we were able to provide four years of data on one
school’s profile (Figure 6).

Figure 5. Stanford 9 Reading Subtest scores by student population, 1998-2001
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Figure 6. Percentage of students taing the Stanford 9 Language Subtest, by population,
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Then we present these data by school and overall district
comparison in a condensed, easy-to-read format to each school principal.
When we did this for the first time in LBUSD, we blew folks away.
Discussions were rich: “You mean my resource kids outperformed many
of my general education kids?” “Look at that, the kids in the self-
contained classes outperformed the kids in resource rooms!” “Wow,
‘these’ kids could really improve my accountability performance index!”
By using these data we were able to show our principals through
statistics that the best way to raise their site’s API scores is to increase
the test scores of students in the lowest deciles. Although kids with
special needs are not the only ones in this score range, we made our
point.

We also present the same information to those who supervise
school principals, so that they can focus on the achievement of all
students and keep all teachers, including teachers of students with
disabilities, on the standards-based instruction path. As discussed earlier,
too often teachers of students with disabilities are not supervised as
closely as other teachers by site administrators just because of the
general lack of knowledge and misunderstandings about teaching
students with disabilities. This data-sharing process helps everyone stay
focused on what counts—effective instruction. '

Administrators and teachers are now more accountable to
providing access to the standards and curriculum all students should
know. Not only has the participation of students with disabilities in
district and state assessments increased, with appropriate use of
accommodations where necessary, the quality of IEPs has improved.
Through this data-sharing process and other efforts, student [EPs are
now evaluated more precisely using progress monitoring and
benchmarking—just like the evaluation process used with general
education students.

Indeed, implementation issues of IDEA 1997, even six years later,
still loom large and at times seem insurmountable. Inclusive assessment
and accountability is but one of the important components that educators
advocate for all students. Our job as educators is like no other. It often
requires a delicate balancing act between compliance and student
achievement. However, if we focus only on compliance, that is what
we will get. But if we focus on instruction, accountability, and standards-
based student achievement, we get it all.
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Chapter 14

Assessing Students with Serious
Jll Mental Health and Behavioral
Problems

Clinical Assessment for Educators
Jo-Ida C. Hansen & Amy L. Conlon

The current intervention trend for many of the mental health and
behavioral problems faced by today’s youth is an integrative approach
that involves the community, families, and schools. These collaborative
efforts seek to provide person- and context-protective factors that can
serve as sources of adolescent resiliency (Christenson & Sheridan,
2001). The National Association of School Psychologists Position
Statement on Home-School Collaboration emphasizes, for example,
that “schools can take the lead in providing opportunities for
collaborative partnerships to be developed” (NASP, 1999). Clinical
assessment for serious mental health and behavioral problems can be
an important component in the development of school-based screening
programs. The screening programs, in turn, can be useful for identifying
students who will benefit from referrals to mental health professionals.
Also, techniques such as template matching (Hoier & Cone, 1987),
progress monitoring (Shinn, 1997), and the keystone behavior strategy
(Nelson & Hayes, 1996) show promise for linking social-emotional
and behavioral assessment information to interventions.

The most viable approach to assessment includes direct
observation, self-report measures, behavior rating scales, interviews,
and record reviews. However, time constraints often preclude the use
of multiple measures. Self-report instruments, behavior rating scales,
and structured interviews are three approaches that have been shown
to provide valid and reliable assessment results (Merrell, 2001).

Advances in the development of self-report instruments for
assessing the social-emotional concerns of children and youth have
made these instruments the preferred choice in many instances (Merrell,
1999). Self-report measures are especially useful for assessing
internalized problems (e.g., depression) that are not easily detected
through observation or third-party ratings. One of the best known self-
report measures, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory for
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Adolescents (MMPI-A) is a broadband instrument designed to assess
personality domains relevant to various clinical disorders and
psychopathologies (Butcher et al., 1992). The MMPI-A is appropriate
for students between 14 and 18 years of age. Respondents answer 478
true-false items, and scores are provided on 10 clinical scales (e.g.,
Depression, Anxiety, Social Introversion) as well as on a number of
special content scales. The MMPI-A parallels the adult version of the
test in terms of scale interpretation; however, items on the MMPI-A
were designed to reflect the background and experiences of adolescents
(Wodrich, 1997). Moreover, the MMPI-A includes several content scales
developed exclusively for adolescent populations, such as School
Problems, Low Aspirations, Alienation, and Conduct Disorder (Hood
& Johnson, 1997). Although the information provided on the MMPI-A
is not sufficient to offer a formal diagnosis, the profile suggests a set of
hypotheses regarding the nature of a student’s problems that can be
refuted or supported with additional data.

Behavior rating scales, sometimes called third-party instruments,
also are widely used to evaluate a range of problems. The raters are
typically teachers or parents of the child who rate the frequency and
intensity of behaviors they have observed during a specified interval.
Behavior rating scales provide a standard format for conducting the
evaluations and also provide information for developing norm-
referenced scores. Norm referencing allows a comparison between an
individual child’s scores and those of a reference group, which typically
is a national sample of same-age, same-gender youth.

One example of a multiperspective rating system is the Achenbach
Scales, which include the Child Behavior Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach,
1991a), the Teacher’s Report Form (TRF; Achenbach, 1991b) as well
as the Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991c). Like the MMPI-
A, the CBCL is a general purpose or broadband assessment that
evaluates a range of problems and competencies. The CBCL, which is
appropriate for ages 2 years to 18 years, is completed by a parent.
Problem areas are clustered into internalizing (e.g., anxious/depressed)
and externalizing (e.g., aggressive) behaviors; and competence items
assess adjustment with respect to activities, school, and social domains
(Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). The CBCL offers a comprehensive
description of student emotional, social, and behavioral adjustment but
is not designed for diagnosis. Moreover, proper use of the instrument
requires a thorough understanding of its structure and properties
(Wodrich, 1997). The problem items on the TRF parallel those on the
CBCL; however, the competence items on the TRF differ from those
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on the CBCL (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). For students who exhibit
serious emotional or behavioral disturbances, the TRF might serve as a
good screening device for psychopathology. The instrument is less
useful for screening normal social behaviors because items tend to be
fairly clinical in nature (Merrell, 2000). The final instrument in the
Achenbach system is the YSR, which can be used with students ages
11to 18. Most of the YSR items are identical to the items on the CBCL
(but worded in the first person). The components of the Achenbach
Scales collectively provide information about students’ functioning and
adjustment across multiple situations and from multiple perspectives,
which might be especially useful in identifying target behaviors (i.e.,
school-based or home-based behavior) for intervention (Kronenberger
& Meyer, 2001).

Another broadband, multiperspective rating scale is the Symptom
Inventories-4. This set of checklists was designed to reflect diagnostic
criteria for major behavioral disorders of childhood and adolescence
as laid out in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders,
Fourth Edition (DSM-1V), which is the primary diagnostic system used
by mental health professionals. Parents and teachers complete the
checklists, which have been developed for three age groups: the Early
Childhood Inventories (ECI) for children ages 3 to 6 (Sprafkin & Gadow,
1996); the Child Symptom Inventory (CSI) for ages 5 to 12 (Gadow &
Sprafkin, 1997b); and the Adolescent Symptom Inventory (ASI) for
ages 13 to 18 (Gadow & Sprafkin, 1997a). Because these inventories
do not take into account duration of symptoms, time of onset, or
exclusionary criteria, they are not sufficient for assigning a diagnosis.
Nonetheless, the inventories are unique in the breadth of disorders
covered and the direct link between items and DSM-IV criteria
(Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Structured and semistructured interviews are another approach
for obtaining information about students’ functioning in a broad range
of domains. These interviews include an organized set of questions
geared toward assessing behaviors and feelings, and are typically based
on a specific diagnostic classification system, such as the DSM-IV.
Detailed information about the nature of problems in various domains
is collected through these interviews, including the history, frequency,
duration, intensity, antecedents, consequences, and past treatment of
the problem. Additionally, questions address school functioning,
relationships with family and peers, and developmental history (Kalfus,
1995). The Diagnostic Interview Schedule for Children and Adolescents
(DICS; Reich, Welner, Herjanic, & MHS Staff, 1997) and the Diagnostic
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Interview Schedule for Children (DISC-R; Shaffer et al., 1993) are
two widely used structured interviews. These interviews, which yield
information on duration, onset, and severity of 185 symptoms, are highly
structured in that the wording and order of questions as well as the
coding of responses are specified (Mezzich, Bukstein, & Grim, 1995).
The Child Assessment Schedule (CAS; Hodges, 1987) and the Kiddie
Schedule for Affective Disorders and Schizophrenia for School-Aged
Children (K-SADS; Puig-Antich, Chambers, & Tabrizi, 1983) are
semistructured interviews that include open-ended as well as yes-no
questions. These less structured approaches require the interviewer to
make judgments about the presence or absence of symptoms and thus
require more clinical skill to administer than highly structured
approaches, such as the DICS and DISC. Structured and semistructured
interviews are rarely used in clinical practice due in part to the length
of time required for administration (one to four hours, typically). Their
utility in schools may be further limited by the questionable validity of
self-reports for children under age 12 (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

In addition to their use in broadband assessment, self-report
measures, behavior rating scales, and interviews can also be used in
conjunction with narrowband assessment to provide more specific
information to detect disorders. Clinical assessment frequently is used
to evaluate young people for attention and concentration problems,
eating disorders, suicidal ideation, schizophrenia, and post-traumatic
stress disorder (PTSD). Assessment techniques for each of these
disorders are discussed in this chapter.

Attention and Concentration Problems

Attention deficit/hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) has been
diagnosed in about 3 to 5 percent of all school-age children (Daw, 2001).
Despite debate about the potential overuse of the ADHD diagnosis, it
is clear that students experiencing the attention and concentration
problems characteristic of ADHD encounter significant difficulties
academically, socially, and emotionally. The central features of ADHD
are inattentiveness, impulsivity, and physical overactivity. It is also
common for children with ADHD symptoms to exhibit conduct
problems and antisocial behavior, such as aggression and oppositional
behavior (Kazdin, 1994).

A number of factors complicate the diagnosis of ADHD, including
the ambiguity of many ADHD criteria and a belief on the part of parents
and teachers that they can recognize ADHD symptoms without a
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thorough assessment (Wodrich, 1997). A comprehensive assessment
strategy is vital to accurate diagnosis and should include interviews
with primary caregivers, examination of school records and past
treatment, and a complete psychological evaluation in which
information is collected from multiple perspectives. A medical
evaluation is also recommended to rule out physical conditions that
may be mimicking ADHD symptoms. Assessing for problems that
frequently co-occur with ADHD, such as conduct disorder, learning
disabilities, substance use, and low self-esteem, should be part of the
assessment strategy as well (Evans, Vallano, & Pelham, 1995; Tripp &
Sutherland, 1999). Moreover, an awareness of developmentally normal
behaviors that may be similar to ADHD symptoms, such as excessive
energy, is important in ensuring that a child is properly diagnosed (Tripp
& Sutherland, 1999). Including broadband measures (e.g., CBCL;
Behavior Assessment System for Children, BASC; Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 1992) in the assessment process is also important because
symptoms such as discouragement, poor concentration, and irritability,
associated with other disorders, tend to be similar to ADHD symptoms
(Wodrich, 1997).

A number of ADHD rating scales and checklists are useful for
structuring the evaluation of symptoms and provide a means for
collecting information from multiple sources. These assessment tools
typically lay out the ADHD symptoms that are described in the DSM-
IV and ask the rater to indicate the frequency with which the symptoms

‘occur (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). The transparency of items on

these types of scales, however, make them vulnerable to manipulation
by individuals hoping for a specific diagnostic outcome (Wodrich,
1997). There is evidence that unintentional distortion of ratings may
also occur because parents have been shown to use only the upper ends
of scales, and teachers’ ratings are often distorted for overly aggressive
students (Tripp & Sutherland, 1999). Nonetheless, although ADHD
rating scales should never be used in isolation to make diagnostic
decisions, they may serve as one component in a comprehensive
assessment strategy.

The ADHD Rating Scale-IV (ADHDRS-IV; DuPaul, Power,
Anastopoulos, & Reid, 1998) is a brief and easy-to-use inventory that
has separate forms for parents and for teachers (Merrell, 2000). The
scale is based on DSM-IV criteria for ADHD and provides age- and
sex-stratified normative data that enable scores to be converted to
percentiles (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). Similarly, the ADHD
Symptoms Rating Scale (ADHD-SRS; Holland, Gimple, & Merrell,
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2000) is completed by teachers or parents and evaluates ADHD
symptoms as defined in the DSM-IV. The ADHD-SRS is relatively
brief (56 items) and easy to use, thus making it ideal for initial
assessment of students and for progress tracking (Merrell, 2000). The
home and school versions of the Attention Deficit Disorders Evaluation
Scale (ADDES:; McCarney, 1995) describe typical ADHD behaviors,
also based on DSM-IV criteria. A benefit to using the ADDES is the
companion manual that offers suggestions for interventions depending
on the pattern of symptoms observed (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).
A self-report measure useful for gathering information on adolescents’
and young adults’ self-perceptions of ADHD symptoms is the Brown
Attention Deficit Disorder Scales (BADDS; Brown, 1996).

In contrast to the global rating scales described previously, the
Home Situations Questionnaire (HSQ; Barkely, 1981) and the School
Situations Questionnaire (SSQ; Barkely, 1981) describe situation-

“specific ADHD behaviors and ask parents or teachers to rate whether a

child exhibits the problem behavior and to rate the severity of the
problem in specific situations. Scores on the HSQ and SSQ indicate
the pervasiveness, severity, and location of the symptoms. Compared
to global rating scales, these situation-specific measures might be easier
for teachers and parents to complete because ADHD symptoms are
often observed only in certain settings.

Conners’ Continuous Performance Test (CCPT; Conners, 1995)
and Test of Variables of Attention (TOVA; Leark, Depuy, Greenberg,
Corman, & Kindschi, 1996) are sets of computer-based tasks used to
assess attention, impulsivity, and distractibility in children and
adolescents. These assessment techniques require a child to respond to
a stimulus that flashes on the screen by, for example, pushing a specific
button. Responses are then scored based on accuracy, speed, and
consistency, from which conclusions about ADHD symptoms are drawn.
Generally, scores on these types of tests are moderately related to scores
on symptom checklists and other cognitive measures of attention,

© distractibility, and impulsivity (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

However, some researchers have found only minimal associations
between CCPT/TOVA approaches and other ADHD measures, leading
to questions about the reliability, validity, and theoretical bases of CCPT
and TOVA techniques (Evans et al., 1995).
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Eating Disorders

Concerns about physical appearance, especially weight and body
size, have become increasingly common among young people. High
levels of dissatisfaction with body weight and size have been noted in
adolescent girls in particular; however, these concerns are observed in
grade school children and among boys as well. Anorexia nervosa and
bulimia nervosa are two clinical disorders that might emerge when body
dissatisfaction becomes extreme. The characteristic symptom of
anorexia nervosa is a relentless drive for thinness that results in
dangerously low body weight, typically achieved by limiting food intake
and exercising excessively. In addition, individuals with anorexia
nervosa have a distorted view of their own bodies such that they see
their emaciated bodies as fat. Bulimia nervosa is characterized by
consumption of large quantities of food in short time periods followed
by purging behaviors that may include excessive exercise, vomiting,
or abuse of laxatives and diuretics.

Assessment of eating disorders is a multistep process that should
include an evaluation of eating behaviors and symptoms as well as
collection of background information such as family constellation and
dynamics. Given the potentially life-threatening nature of these
disorders, assessment should also include a medical examination to
rule out physiological contributors and to ensure that the individual’s
health is not in peril (Woodside, 1995).

The Eating Disorder Inventory-2 (EDI-2; Garner, 1991) is a 91-
item self-report measure that assesses common behavioral and
psychological symptoms of anorexia and bulimia. Adolescents with
anorexia nervosa typically have elevated scores on all eight scales of
the EDI-2, and the pattern of score elevations is useful in identifying
the particular constellation of behaviors that characterizes the disordered
eating (e.g., food restriction, exercise, or binging and purging behaviors;
Kalfus, 1995).

Another self-report measure of disordered eating is the Eating
Attitudes Test (EAT; Garner & Garfinkle, 1979), a 40-item measure
that provides information on three general domains of eating behavior.
The brevity of the EAT relative to the EDI-2 might be advantageous
for educators and clinicians concerned about time efficiency. However,
the cognitive and emotional elements of anorexia and bulimia are better
covered on the EDI-2. Shorter versions of the EAT have been developed
for use with preadolescent children, ages 3 and up; however, the
appropriateness of the adult-level content items on these shortened scales
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has been questioned (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Symptoms associated with bulimia nervosa are the focus of the
Bulimia Test (BULIT; Smith & Thelen, 1984). This 36-item scale -
assesses symptoms across five domains—binging, feelings, vomiting,
food, and weight (Kalfus, 1995). Although the BULIT has been shown
to discriminate effectively between individuals with bulimia and
individuals not diagnosed with disordered eating, scores on the test
tend to be related to generalized psychological distress, which should
be taken into account when interpreting the results.

- Suicidal Ideation

Depression can exert moderate to severe effects on overall
functioning and is one of the most persistent mental health problems
over an entire lifespan. Many significant changes in mood that occur
during adolescence persist into adulthood, making adolescence an
important developmental stage for understanding and identifying
depression problems. There is also a high degree of co-occurrence of
depression with other symptoms and disorders, such as attention deficit
disorders, eating disorders, and violence. Related to depression, there
has been a dramatic increase in the suicide rate among teenagers; it is
one of the leading causes of death among adolescents and children
(James & Gilliland, 2001). Some estimates suggest that about 10 percent
of all 9th and 10th graders have attempted suicide (Shaffer, Vieland, &
Garland, 1990).

Although suicidal ideation can exist in the absence of clinical
depression, depressed youngsters are at higher risk than their
nondepressed peers for having thoughts about and attempting suicide.
Broadband instruments such as the MMPI-A or the Symptom Checklist-
90-Revised (SCL-90-R; Derogatis, 1994), or narrowband measures such
as the Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI; Kovacs, 1992), the
Reynolds Adolescent Depression Scale (RADS; Reynolds, 1987), or
the Reynolds Child Depression Scale (RCDS; Reynolds, 1989) can be
used for school-based screening of depression and to provide an opening
for assessment of suicidal ideation. Students exhibiting depressive
symptoms should be routinely evaluated for suicide risk, and several
structured measures exist to help in this evaluation. For example, the
Inventory of Suicide-30 (ISO-30; King & Kowalchuk, 1994) is a 30-
item self-report measure for use with 13- to 18-year-olds. Comparing
total raw scores to cutoff scores offers a rough idea of a student’s risk
of orientation toward suicide. Scores on critical items that are especially
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indicative of high suicide risk are highlighted.
Schizophrenia

The detection of schizophrenia in children and adolescents is
difficult because the typical time of onset for the disorder is early
adulthood. Although precursors to the behaviors seen in adults with
schizophrenia may be present at an earlier age, they might manifest in
children and adolescents differently than in adults. For instance, the
hallucinations and delusions that are characteristic of adult
schizophrenia might be less elaborate or bizarre in children and
adolescents. Generally, children and adolescents with schizophrenia
have been described as appearing physically and emotionally immature
and exhibiting awkward body movements, ritualistic behavior, and
tangential and peculiar patterns of speaking. Irritability, anxiety, and
depression are also common among young people with schizophrenia
(Keshavan, Vaulx-Smith, & Anderson, 1995).

Because of the complexity and range of symptoms associated with
schizophrenia, projective tests and broadband assessment instruments,
such as the MMPI-A, CSI/ASI, or BASC, are necessary. The Kiddie
Formal Thought Disorder Rating Scale (K-FTDS; Caplan, Guthrie, Fish,
Tanguay, & David-Lando, 1989) may also be part of the assessment
strategy. This observer rating system requires coding a child’s responses
to a game called the Kiddie Formal Thought Disorder Story Game in
terms of four patterns of disordered thinking—illogical thinking, loose
association, incoherence, and poverty of speech. The procedure is time
consuming and requires training to learn the coding system
(Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder

The diagnostic category of post-traumatic stress disorder was
intended to capture the impact of trauma and violence during times of
war. However, similar symptoms are now recognized in victims of other
violent acts, such as rape, family violence, child abuse, and robbery, or
in victims of natural disasters. Across different forms of trauma, the
core PTSD experiences of avoidance, intrusion, and physiological
arousal are the same (Everett & Gallop, 2001). Like adults, children
and adolescents who have experienced traumatic life events may exhibit
anxiety symptoms in response to the trauma. If time permits, a
comprehensive assessment of PTSD should be multimodal and include
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gathering information on the student’s symptoms, coping mechanisms,
beliefs, and strengths and weaknesses.

Development of instruments to assess trauma and PTSD in
children is a relatively recent phenomenon. The Trauma Symptom
Checklist for Children (TSCC; Biere, 1996) is an example of an
assessment instrument designed specifically for evaluating post-
traumatic reactions. The TSCC is a 54-item self-report measure
developed for children and adolescents ages 8 to 16 who have
experienced traumatic events. The TSCC can enable quick evaluation
of those children who are at risk and who may require follow-up care.
The TSCC has six clinical scales that yield information on symptoms
across six domains anxiety, depression, anger, post-traumatic stress,
dissociation, and sexual concerns and two validity scales, under-
response and hyper-response. Normative data are based on 3,000 inner
city urban and suburban children and include nonclinical and clinical
samples.

Conclusion

Schools are increasingly involved in issues related to the mental

health of students. Educators and teachers are involved in implementing

guidance programs, peer counseling, after-school and community
outreach programs, and in coordinating efforts with police, city and
county government, and other agencies. Often schools are called on to
develop wide-ranging screening, prevention, and intervention programs.
Assessment for severe mental health and behavioral problems is an
important ingredient in school-based screening programs that identify
students who are candidates for referral to school counselors, school
psychologists, and other mental health professionals. Assessment results
can also be used to guide development of prevention and intervention
programs.
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Chapter 15

Broadband and Narrowband
Measures of Mental and
Behavioral Health

Counseling Assessment for Educators
Amy L. Conlon & Jo-Ida C. Hansen

Assessment tools from the counseling arena can be useful in
educational settings for (a) developing effective instructional strategies
and learning environments, (b) identifying students who would benefit
from referral to a mental health professional, and (c) promoting
students’ growth and well-being by fostering self-awareness and
identity development (Drummond, 1996). The assessment process will
be most useful to students when a multifaceted approach is taken that
includes naturalistic observation, interviews, valid and reliable self-
report instruments, and informant reports, such as from teachers,
parents, and peers (Eckert, Dunn, Codding, & Guiney, 2000).
Assessment data should be placed within the context of a student’s
developmental phase and integrated with knowledge of the student’s
background (e.g., educational history, racial and ethnic identity, social
history; Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). This chapter focuses on
structured assessment instruments that may play a role in this
multifaceted assessment process.

Assessment instruments vary in the scope of behavioral and
emotional functioning they cover. Broadband instruments provide
information on a wide range of psychological, behavioral, and social
domains that may have relevance to multiple problems or disorders.
This type of broad-based knowledge can be useful regardless of the
specific issue or problem facing a student (Kronenberger & Meyer,
2001). Personality inventories, symptom checklists, self-concept scales,
and behavior rating scales are examples of broadband instruments.
These tools can help identify students who would benefit from special
accommodations or who require referral to an outside mental health
professional. Many of these instruments also highlight areas of
competency, which can facilitate the development of educational
interventions that build upon students’ assets and strengths.

In contrast to broadband instruments that provide information
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on a student’s functioning in multiple domains, narrowband instruments
provide more detailed information about a student’s functioning within
a particular domain (e.g., social skills) or with respect to a specific
problem (e.g., depression; Eckert et al., 2000). Combining broadband
and narrowband approaches can be especially effective in offering both
a general picture of a student’s current level of functioning and specific
information on any area in which a student appears to be having
particular difficulty. Eckert et al. (2000) suggested that this type of
approach “results in a comprehensive assessment of potential behavior
problems that concludes with a detailed examination of specific
emotional or behavioral functioning” (p. 151). The remainder of this
chapter provides examples of specific broadband and narrowband
instruments that are commonly used in the context of counseling
assessment.

Self-Report

Self-report instruments require test takers to respond to items that
reflect on their behaviors, feelings, and attitudes. These types of tests
can provide useful information on students’ internal processes that might
not be evident to an outside observer. Some students might not have
the necessary self-awareness or insight to describe their inner
experiences accurately, however, thus limiting the validity of the results.
Preadolescent students in particular might respond in socially desirable
ways in their efforts to provide the “correct” answer. Lack of motivation
as well as reading and comprehension difficulty may further limit the
accuracy of self-report data from students (Kronenberger & Meyer,
2001).

The Personality Inventory for Youth (PIY; Lachar & Gruber, 1995)
is a 270-item self-report inventory designed for students in grades 4
through 12. This broadband personality instrument provides information
on a student’s level of functioning, relative to a norm group, in nine
dimensions: cognitive impairment, impulsivity and distractibility,
delinquency, family dysfunction, reality distortion, somatic concerns,
psychological discomfort, social withdrawal, and social skills deficits.
Its companion instrument, the Personality Inventory for Children (PIC;
Wirt, Lachar, Klinedinst, & Seat, 1977), is appropriate for children ages
3 to 16 and is completed by the parent. A strength of both the PIY and
PIC is their focus on typical developmental problems as well as disturbed
behaviors. Both instruments are also well researched and have large
norm groups upon which scores are based (Wodrich, 1997).
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The Millon Adolescent Personality Inventory (MAPI; Millon &
Davis, 1993), another self-report personality instrument, was designed
to assess domains relevant to normal developmental processes. The
inventory requires at least a sixth-grade reading level and provides scores
on 24 scales representing opposing personality styles. An overall index
of adjustment is also provided. The scales cover three broad domains
of functioning motivating goals, cognitive style, and interpersonal
behavior (Hood ... Johnson, 1997).

The Symptom Checklist-90-Revised (SCL-90-R; Derogatis, 1994)
is a self-report instrument that focuses on specific symptoms rather
than on personality styles. The instrument is appropriate for students
older than 13, and it requires respondents to rate 90 items addressing
the severity with which they have experienced a range of mental health
problems. Nine areas of psychological symptoms are covered:
somatization, obsessive-compulsive behaviors, interpersonal sensitivity,
depression, anxiety, hostility, phobic anxiety, paranoid ideation, and
psychoticism. The SCL-90-R also provides a global severity index of
overall symptom severity (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Several broad measures of self-concept and self-esteem are useful
for assessing students’ self-views. Self-esteem is an important
component of emotional functioning that relates to both clinically
significant disorders (e.g., depression, social anxiety, eating disorders)
and overall student adjustment. The Piers-Harris Children’s Self-
Concept Scale (PHCSCS; Piers, 1984) is an 80-item measure that
assesses self-concept in the domains of behavior, intellectual/school
status, physical appearance, anxiety, popularity, and happiness/
satisfaction. A total scale score that reflects global self-concept is also
provided. Concerns have been raised about the outdated norm sample
of the PHCSCS, however, suggesting the need for cautious interpretation
of these scores (Eckert et al., 2000; Kalfus, 1995).

The Multidimensional Self-Concept Scale (MSCS; Bracken,
1992) has an adequate norm sample and might be viewed as easier to
interpret than the PHCSCS. The six subscales of the MSCS (Affect,
Academic, Competence, Family, Physical, Social) can be administered
and interpreted separately. Like the PHCSCS, the MSCS provides a
global index of self-concept (Eckert et al., 2000). There is a special
version of the Coopersmith Self-Esteem Inventories (SEI; Coopersmith,
1981) designed specifically for use in schools. The School Form is
appropriate for students ages 8 to 15 and yields information on overall
self-esteem as well as self-esteem with respect to peers, parents, school,
and personal interests. The Behavior Academic Self-Esteem (BASE)
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rating scales (Coopersmith & Gilbert, 1982) is used in conjunction with
the Coopersmith self-report inventories. Teachers complete the BASE,
which was designed to serve as a check on student self-reports (Hood
& Johnson, 1997).

Multiperspective Rating Systems

A number of test developers have designed assessment systems
intended to facilitate information gathering from multiple sources. These
systems typically include a combination of checklists and rating scales
that are completed by teachers and parents as well as self-report
inventories to which students respond. Obtaining information on a
student’s functioning from multiple perspectives offers a comprehensive
view of the student’s current adjustment level; however, the use of these
assessment systems can be complicated, and integrating the information
often requires clinical skill (Wodrich, 1997).

An example of a multiperspective rating system is Conners’ Rating
Scales-Revised (Conners, 1997), which collects information from
parents (Conners’ Parent Rating Scale-Revised, CPRS-R), teachers
(Conners’ Teacher Rating Scale-Revised, CTRS-R), and students
(Conners-Wells’ Adolescent Self-Report Scale, CASS). The CPRS-R
and the CTRS-R ask parents and teachers to rate the severity of behavior
problems in children and adolescents ages 3 to 17. Items assess a variety
of problem domains, including anxiety, shyness, perfectionism, and
social difficulties. The scales also provide information on the extent to
which a student exhibits the symptoms of attention deficit/hyperactivity
disorder, which can be useful for screening students for attention and
concentration problems. For students ages 12 to 17, the CASS can
augment information obtained from parents and teachers by providing
students’ perspectives on family problems, emotional difficulties,
conduct problems, cognitive problems, anger control problems, and
hyperactivity (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Another comprehensive assessment system that gathers data from
multiple perspectives is the Behavior Assessment System for Children
(BASC; Reynolds & Kamphaus, 1992). The Parent Rating Scale
(BASC-PRS) comes in forms for three age groups—preschool (ages 4
and 5), child (ages 6 to 11), and adolescent (ages 12 to 18). Based on
the previous six months, parents rate the extent to which their child
exhibited behaviors relevant to internalizing problems, externalizing
problems, school difficulties, and adaptive skills. An overall index of
behavioral symptoms is also provided. The Teacher Rating Scale
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(BASC-TRS) elicits the same information as the parent scales with the
addition of two scales that assess learning problems and study skills.

A third component of the BASC, the Self-Report of Personality
(SRP), can be used with children and adolescents ages 8 to 18. This
self-report inventory yields information on how students view their
own level of functioning in terms of clinical maladjustment, school
maladjustment, personal maladjustment, and emotional symptoms
(Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). The scope of clinical disorders assessed
by the SRP is fairly limited, especially in the domain of externalized
problems such as aggression; however, school-based practitioners are
likely to find the school maladjustment items especially helpful (Eckert
et al., 2000).

In addition to the three scales, the BASC includes structured
approaches for behavioral observation (Structured Observation System,
SOS) and developmental history collection (Structured Developmental
History), which have enjoyed widespread use in school settings because
of their focus on school-relevant problems and competencies and their
developmentally appropriate items (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). The
SOS is especially useful in making decisions about enrolling students
in special programs because it offers a systematic approach for
quantifying classroom behaviors (Wodrich, 1997). Although the BASC
has been described as “impressive” in terms of both the construction of
the scales and the research base supporting their validity, the extensive
length of the rating scales might preclude its use for routine screening
(Merrell, 2000).

Projective Tests

Projective tests are another class of broadband personality
measures that have enjoyed popularity among clinicians working with
children and adolescents. Examples of projective tests include the
Rorschach Technique (Klopfer, 1962); storytelling approaches, such
as the Thematic Apperception Test (Stein, 1955) and Roberts
Apperception Test for Children (Roberts, 1994); and various drawing
techniques, for example, Kinetic Family Drawings (Burns & Kaufman,
1972). Respondents are assumed to project their feelings, thoughts,
needs, conflicts, and attitudes onto ambiguous stimuli, and these
responses are believed to be representative of daily behavior and overall
adjustment.

Compared with pencil-and-paper objective tests, projective
approaches have been described as less threatening and more engaging
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for children. The great amount of training and clinical skill required to
administer and interpret projective tests precludes their use in many
school settings, however (Wodrich, 1997). Additional limitations of
projective approaches are the often subjective manner in which the
tests are interpreted and the fact that responses are affected by transient
state factors such as hunger, mood, and frustration (Kronenberger &
Meyer, 2001).

Assessing Relationship and Social Skills

Children and adolescents face many important developmental
tasks in their relationships and other social interactions. As children
develop, their peer groups typically grow as they increasingly seek
from friends the support they previously obtained from family members.
Moreover, changes in peer groups due to a family move or changes in
familial relationships due to divorce are common experiences among
children and adolescents. There is evidence that the relationships and
social interactions experienced in childhood and adolescence have
implications for later psychological adjustment. For example, young
people who experience social isolation are at higher risk for dropping
out of school, engaging in criminal behavior, and experiencing a wide
range of clinically significant emotional and behavioral problems.
Deficits in social skills similarly appear to be associated with conduct
problems, depression, and anxiety (Hansen, Giacoletti, & Nangle, 1995).

A variety of assessment tools are available for formally evaluating
students’ social skills. Information garnered from these instruments can
be useful in identifying at-risk children and developing interventions
to bolster social competence in students. The Social Skills Rating
System-Student Form (SSRS-S; Gersham & Elliott, 1990) asks students
to evaluate themselves in five domains of social functioning: assertion,
cooperation, empathy, interfering behaviors, and self-control. Students
are also asked about the frequency and importance of various social
behaviors, which can help identify target behaviors for interventions
(Eckert et al., 2000). Parent and teacher forms of the SSRS also are
available, facilitating the collection of information from multiple
perspectives (Merrell, 2000). Teacher and student perspectives are
captured in the Matson Evaluation of Social Skills with Youngsters
(MESSY; Matson, Rotatori, & Helsel, 1983). Teachers respond to items
that rate students’ inappropriate assertiveness, impulsivity, and
appropriate social skills. The self-report form assesses students’
perspectives on their appropriate social skills, inappropriate
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assertiveness, overconfidence, impulsivity, jealousy, and withdrawal
behaviors (Kalfus, 1995).

Teacher ratings of students’ social competence can be gathered
using the Walker-McConnell Scales of Social Competence and School
Adjustment (Walker & McConnell, 1995a, 1995b) and the School Social
Behavior Scales (SSBS; Merrell, 1993). Both instruments can be used
with students from kindergarten through 12th grade and are relatively
brief and easy to administer and score. Because they both focus solely
on social competence, additional assessment tools should be used if
other problem behaviors within the social domain are suspected
(Merrell, 2000).

Assessing Anxiety

Many of the anxieties and fears that emerge in childhood and
adolescence are part of normal developmental processes that dissipate
with age and have no long-term consequences in adulthood. A challenge
in assessing anxiety in young people, then, is determining whether
symptoms are developmentally appropriate or warrant additional
evaluation and formal intervention (Kazdin, 1994). Anxiety problems
most frequently observed in children and adolescents include social
anxiety, generalized anxiety, separation anxiety, specific phobias, panic,
school refusal behavior, and test anxiety. Obsessive-compulsive
behavior and post-traumatic stress disorder also may occur in children
and adolescents. Symptoms of anxiety manifest as subjective cognitions
(e.g., persistent worries), overt behaviors (e.g., avoidance/withdrawal),
and physiological reactivity (e.g., increased heart rate); thus, the most
effective assessment strategies examine symptoms across these three
domains (Kearney & Silverman, 1995).

Broadband instruments that provide information relevant to
anxiety symptoms include the BASC, PIY, Child Behavior Checklist
(CBCL; Achenbach, 1991), and Minnesota Multiphasic Personality
Inventory-Adolescent (MMPI-A; Butcher et al.,1992; Kronenberger
& Meyer, 2001).

The Multidimensional Anxiety Scale for Children (MASC; March,
1997) is an example of a self-report inventory that covers multiple
domains of symptoms. The 39 items assess physical symptoms, harm
avoidance behavior, social anxiety, and separation fears/panic
(Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). A separate form, the MASC-10,
assesses symptoms of generalized anxiety. The MASC is useful for
providing information on a wide range of anxiety symptoms and can

B 2 @rﬁadband and Narrowband




220

help differentiate between generalized and specific anxiety disorders,
which might prove useful in identifying students who need outside
referrals and for targeting behaviors for intervention (Eckert et al., 2000).

The Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS;
Reynolds & Richmond, 1978) also provides information on anxiety
across several domains, including worry/oversensitivity symptoms,
physiological symptoms, and concentration-related symptoms.
Although the instrument has adequate research supporting its reliability
and validity, the overlap of some items with symptoms of depression
has been cited as a limitation of the RCMAS (Kronenberger & Meyer,
2001).

The State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children (STAIC;
Spielberger, Edwards, Lushene, Montouri, & Platzek, 1973)
differentiates between transitory (state) anxiety and more enduring
generalized (trait) anxiety. The two 20-item subscales have been shown
to discriminate effectively between children suffering from anxiety
disorders and children diagnosed with clinically significant depression;
however, the scales do not differentiate among various types of anxiety
disorders. Utility of the STAIC with very young children might be
limited because they may not be able accurately to distinguish transitory
from stable anxiety (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Assessing Depression

Children and adolescents who are suffering from clinically
significant depression are characterized by pervasive sadness, limited
interest in activities, diminished energy, and feelings of worthlessness.
Changes in appetite, weight, and sleep patterns are also common
(Kazdin, 1994). Depression greatly affects the social and emotional
functioning of children and adolescents and has been shown to increase
risk for adult psychopathology (Reynolds, 1995). Children whose
depression goes untreated are more likely to experience future
adjustment problems, such as dropping out of school, unemployment,
substance use, and criminal behavior. In addition, students experiencing
clinically significant levels of depression are at higher risk for suicide,
a leading cause of death among adolescents.

Assessment of depression can be complicated because it is not
always easy to distinguish between clinically significant depressive
symptoms and the volatile and labile moods and emotions that are
normative characteristics of the adolescent developmental stage. Thus,
an understanding of developmental aspects of children’s and
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adolescents’ moods is necessary to interpret measures of depression
accurately (Caldwell, 1999).

Depression has been described as a prototypical internalizing
disorder because the core symptoms are known only to the person
experiencing them and thus are not observable by others. Therefore,
self-report measures of depression are popular, and they have the added
benefits of being easy to administer and appropriate for group
administration, which makes them ideal for school settings. A diagnosis
of depression cannot be made from these self-report inventories alone,
but they provide an index of symptom severity and are good tools for
identifying students who would benefit from further evaluation
(Reynolds, 1995).

The drawbacks of self-report measures include the potential for
students to misinterpret their symptoms or to have difficulty discerning
whether symptoms are due to depression or other life events.
Furthermore, because most children and adolescents have had limited
life experiences, they may lack the context necessary to evaluate
subjectively the severity of their symptoms. There is evidence that
adolescents’ moods are more heavily influenced by environmental
factors than adults’ moods are, which may further limit the accuracy of
self-reports (Caldwell, 1999). Despite these limitations, self-report -
measures are viewed by some clinicians as more accurate than measures
based on the observations of parents, especially in light of adolescents’
reluctance to disclose feelings to their parents. Research comparing
parent and child reports of depressive symptoms has typically found
low levels of agreement (Reynolds, 1995).

The Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI; Kovacs, 1992) is one
of the most widely used measures of depression in young people (Eckert
et al., 2000; Reynolds, 1995). The inventory, which is appropriate for
ages 6 through 17, includes 27 items that assess cognitive, affective,
behavioral, and social aspects of depression. The CDI is considered a
downward extension of the Beck Depression Inventory II (BDI-II; Beck,
Steer, & Brown, 1996), which is a popular self-report measure used
with adolescents and adults. The materials accompanying the CDI
provide cutoff scores designed to help practitioners identify children at
particular risk for clinical depression. The norm sample upon which
these cutoff scores are based has been criticized, however, so these
scores should be used conservatively. Evidence that the CDI does not
effectively discriminate between children suffering from depression
and those experiencing other clinically significant problems (most
notably anxiety), suggests that it might be best viewed as a general
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measure of overall distress as opposed to a specific measure of
depressive symptomatology (Eckert et al., 2000; Kronenberger &
Meyer, 2001).

Two instruments that may be especially useful for school-based
screening of depression are the Reynolds Child Depression Scale
(RCDS), for grades 3 to 6 (Reynolds, 1989) and the Reynolds
Adolescent Depression Scale (RADS), for grades 7 to 12 (Reynolds,
1987). Both instruments are based on large norm samples, and a large
body of research supports their validity and reliability (Kronenberger
& Meyer, 2001; Reynolds, 1995). The content items make the RCDS
and the RADS appropriate for diagnostic purposes, and a global severity
index provides information on the intensity of the depressive symptoms
(Eckert et al., 2000).

In addition to the narrowband measures described above, a number
of broadband instruments reviewed in the previous section also provide
information that can assist in identifying depressed students. For
instance, the MMPI-A, CBCL, and BASC all include subscales
reflecting depressive symptomatology (Reynolds, 1995). Structured
interviews that assess a range of mental health issues, such as the
Diagnostic Interview for Children and Adolescents (DICS; Reich,
Welner, Herjanic, & MHS staff, 1997) and the Child Assessment
Schedule (CAS; Hodges, 1987), may also be useful because depression
in young people often coexists with other behavioral and emotional
problems (Caldwell, 1999).

Assessing Conduct Problems

Conduct problems, or conduct disorders (CDs), are characterized
by a persistent pattern of antisocial behavior that is significant enough
to impair daily functioning across numerous life domains (Borduin,
Henggeler, & Manley, 1995). The assessment of conduct problems
should include collecting information from multiple perspectives, using
multiple methods, and examining behavior across a wide range of
settings (e.g., in school, at home, with peers). Moreover, because
children and adolescents are likely to misbehave or exhibit disruptive
behaviors as they negotiate the developmental tasks of growing up, it
is important to distinguish a persistent pattern of disruptive behavior
that occurs in multiple situations before attempting to diagnose a CD.
There is not a single assessment tool that is sufficient to establish the
existence of CDs; however, several self-report and other instruments
are available that could play a role in the assessment process.
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The Eyberg Child Behavior Inventory (ECBI; Eyberg & Ross,
1978) is a rating scale that parents complete by indicating whether their
child exhibits any of 36 behaviors commonly reported by parents of
children with CDs. Parents rate each behavior in terms of whether the
problem exists and the frequency of the problem. Appropriate for
children and adolescents ages 2 to 17, the ECBI is considered
unidimensional and suggests that the existence of 11 or more of the
problems indicates clinically significant conduct problems (Kalfus,
1995; Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). A simple and quick means of
identifying behavior problems is provided by the original Ontario Child
Health Study (OCHS) scales, for ages 12 to 16 (Boyle et al., 1993).
Separate parent report, teacher report, and self-report forms are used,
each of which asks about 34 behavior problems associated with CDs,
hyperactivity, and emotional disturbances. The OCHS scales can be
administered quickly in a school setting and are a simple screening
method for conduct problems (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). The New
York Teacher Rating Scale (NYTRS; Miller et al., 1995) is another
screening instrument that educators and school-based practitioners may
find useful for identifying students with clinically significant conduct
problems. This 36-item teacher report assesses oppositional behaviors,
peer rejection, aggression, and rule breaking in students grades 1 through
10 (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001). '

Social attribution and problem-solving measures can also be
helpful in identifying children with conduct problems, because low
levels of social problem-solving ability have been shown to relate to
conduct disorders among children. These types of assessment tools
typically evaluate how children approach solving problems related to
social situations. For example, the Means End Problem Solving
Procedure (MEPS; Platt & Spivak, 1975) provides children with the
beginning and an end of a story and asks them to provide the middle
portion of the story. The task requires children to specify in behavioral
terms how the goals attained at the end of the story were reached.
Responses are coded based on relevance of behavior to goal
achievement, awareness of obstacles, and appropriateness of sequencing
and passage of time. The responses of children diagnosed with a CD
have been shown to contain fewer relevant means and fewer obstacles
in pursuit of social goals (Kronenberger & Meyer, 2001).

Anger and aggression inventories are additional tools for assessing
conduct problems in children and adolescents because conduct problems
are sometimes secondary to anger control problems. Children diagnosed
with conduct disorder typically report more anger and less control over
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their anger, and tend to describe more aggressive reactions to anger-
provoking situations. Examples of anger and aggression inventories
include the Buss-Durkee Hostility Inventory (BDHI), for adolescents
and adults (Buss & Durkee, 1957); the Novaco Anger Inventory (NAID),
for adolescents and adults (Novaco, 1975); the Children’s Anger
Response Checklist (CARC), for children and adolescents (Feindler,
Adler, Brooks, & Bhumitra, 1993); and the State-Trait Anger Expression
Inventory (STAXT), for adolescents (Spielberger, 1988).

Conclusion

Childhood and adolescence are marked by exciting developmental
milestones as well as an array of challenges. Educators and professionals
working in educational institutions are well positioned to promote
students’ growth through these important developmental stages and to
help them overcome challenges that may be creating difficulties in
school, at home, and with peers. Assessment tools from the counseling
arena can play an important role in these processes. The most effective
assessment strategy incorporates information from a variety of sources
(e.g., child, parent, teacher) and utilizes a variety of approaches (e.g.,
interview, naturalistic observation, self-reports, teacher and parent
reports). Furthermore, to obtain a comprehensive picture of a student’s
current functioning, it is desirable to combine broadband assessment
instruments that cover an array of domains with problem-specific
narrowband instruments. Broadband personality inventories can alert
educators to particular problem areas and highlight areas of strength
and competency. Narrowband instruments assessing depression, anxiety,
social skills, self-esteem, self-concept, and conduct problems have
particular relevance to educational settings because they highlight
problems that might be interfering with a student’s performance in
school, in classroom behavior, and in peer relationships. A growing
recognition of the impact of these problems on young people has led to
the development of a wide array of valid and reliable assessment
instruments that can play an important role in helping students succeed.

266

Broadband and Narrowband : - .



225
References

Achenbach, T. M. (1991). Manual for the Child Behavior Checklist/4—
18 and 1991 Profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont,
Department of Psychiatry.

Achenbach, T. M. (1992). Manual for the Child Behavior Checklist/2—
3 and 1992 profile. Burlington, VT: University of Vermont,
Department of Psychiatry.

Beck, A. T., Steer, R. A., & Brown, G. K. (1996). BDI-II, Beck
Depression Inventory: Manual.San Antonio, TX: Psychological
Corporation. "

Borduin, C. M., Henggeler, S. W., & Manley, C. M. (1995). Conduct
and oppositional disorders. In V. B. Van Hasselt & M. Hersen (Eds.),
Handbook of adolescent psychopathology: A guide to diagnosis and
treatment (pp. 349-382). New York: Lexington Books.

Boyle, M. H., Offord, D. R., Racine, Y., Sanfors, M., Szatmari, P, &
Fleming, J. E. (1993). Evaluation of the original Ontario Child Health
Study scales. Canadian Journal of Psychiatry, 38, 397—405.

Bracken, B. A. (1992). Multidimensional Self-Concept Scale:
Examiner’s manual. Austin, TX: PRO-ED.

Burns, R. C., & Kaufman, S. H. (1972). Actions, styles and symbols in
Kinetic Family Drawings (K-F-D): An interpretive manual. New
York: Brunner/Mazel.

Buss, A. H., & Durkee, A. (1957). An inventory for assessing different
kinds of hostility. Journal of Consulting Psychology, 21, 343-348.

Butcher, J. N., Williams, C. L., Graham, J. R., Tellegen, A., Ben-Porath,
J.S., & Kaemmer, B. (1992). MMPI-A: Manual for administration,
scoring, and interpretation. Minneapolis, MN: University of
Minnesota.

Caldwell, C. (1999). Counseling depressed boys. In A. M. Horne & M.

S. Kiselica (Eds.), Handbook of counseling boys and adolescent
males (pp. 279-292). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

| ,, 6 adband and Narrowband
267




226

Conners, C. K. (1997). Conners’ Rating Scales-Revised technical
manual. North Tonawanda, NY: Multi-Health Systems.

Coopersmith, S. (1981). Self-Esteem Inventories (SEI). Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Coopersmith, S., & Gilbert, R. (1982). Professional manual: Behavior
Academic Self-Esteem (BASE), a rating scale. Palo Alto, CA:
Consulting Psychologists Press.

Derogatis, L. R. (1994). SCL-90-R administration, scoring, and
procedures manual—third edition. Minneapolis, MN: National
Computer Systems.

Drummond, R. J. (1996). Appraisal procedures for counselors and
-+ helping professionals. (3rd ed.). Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Merrill.

Eckert, T. L., Dunn, E. K., Codding, R. S., & Guiney, K. M. (2000).
Self-report: Rating scale measures. In E. S. Shapiro & T. R.
Kratochwill (Eds.), Conducting school-based assessments of child
and adolescent behavior (pp. 150-169). New York: Guilford Press.

Eyberg, S. M., & Ross, A. W. (1978). Assessment of child behavior
problems: The validation of a new inventory. Journal of Clinical
Child Psychology, 7, 113-116.

Feindler, E. L., Adler, N., Brooks, D., & Bhumitra, E. (1993). The
development and validation of the Children’s Anger Response
Checklist (CARC). In L. Vandecreek (Ed.), Innovations in clinical
practice (Vol. 12, pp. 337-362). Sarasota, FL: Professional Resources
Press.

Gersham, F. M., & Elliott, S. N. (1990). The Social Skills Rating System.
Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance Service.

Hansen, D. J., Giacoletti, A. M., & Nangle, D. W. (1995). Social
interactions and adjustment. In V. B. Van Hasselt & M. Hersen (Eds.),
Handbook of adolescent psychopathology: A guide to diagnosis and
treatment (pp. 102-129). New York: Lexington Books.

oen
Broadband and Narrowbaridé7 00



227

Hodges, K. K. (1987). Assessing children with a clinical interview:
The Child Assessment Schedule. In R. J. Prinz (Ed.). Advances in
behavioral assessment of children and families. Greenwich, CT: JAI
Press.

Hood, A. B., & Johnson, R. W. (1997). Assessment in counseling: A
guide to the use of psychological assessment procedures (2nd ed.).
Alexandria, VA: American Counseling Association.

Kalfus, G. R. (1995). Behavioral assessment in adolescents. In V. B.
Van Hasselt & M. Hersen (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent
psychopathology: A guide to diagnosis and treatment (pp. 243-264).
New York: Lexington Books.

Kazdin, A. E. (1994). Psychotherapy for children and adolescents. In
A. E. Bergin & S. L. Garfield (Eds.), Handbook of psychotherapy
and behavior change (4th ed., pp. 543-594). New York: John Wiley
& Sons.

Kearney, C. A., & Silverman, W. K. (1995). Anxiety disorders. In V. B.
Van Hasselt & M. Hersen (Eds.), Handbook of adolescent
psychopathology: A guide to diagnosis and treatment (pp. 435-464).
New York: Lexington Books.

Klopfer, Bruno. (1962). The Rorschach Technique: An introductory
manual. New York: Harcourt, Brace and World.

Kovacs, M. (1992). Children’s Depression Inventory (CDI) manual.
North Tonawanda, NY: Multi-Health Systems.

Kronenberger, W. G., & Meyer, R. G. (2001). The child clinician’s
handbook (2nd ed.). Boston: Allyn and Bacon.

Lachar, D., & Gruber, C. P. (1995). Personality Inventory for Youth
(PIY) manual. Los Angeles: Western Psychological Services.

March, J. (1997). Multidimensional Anxiety Scale for Children
technical manual. North Tonawanda, NY: Multi-Health Systems.

L)
N ‘Broadband and Narrowband




228

Matson, J. L., Rotatori, A. F., & Helsel, W. J. (1983). Development of
a rating scale to measure social skills in children: The Matson
Evaluation of Social Skills with Youngsters (MESSY). Behavior
Research and Therapy, 21, 335-340.

Merrell, K. W. (1993). School Social Behavior Scales. Austin, TX: PRO-
ED.

Merrell, K. W. (2000). Informant-report: Rating scale measures. In E.
S. Shapiro & T. R. Kratochwill (Eds.), Conducting school-based
assessments of child and adolescent behavior (pp. 203-234). New
York: Guilford Press.

Miller, L. S., Klein, R. G., Piacentini, J., Abikoff, H., Shah, M. R.,
Samilor, A., & Guardino, M. (1995). The New York Teacher Rating
Scale for disruptive and antisocial behavior. Journal of the American
Academy of Child and Adolescent Psychiatry, 34, 359-370.

Millon, T., & Davis, R. D. (1993). The Millon Adolescent Personality
Inventory and the Millon Adolescent Clinical Inventory. Journal of
Counseling and Development, 71, 570-574.

Novaco, R. (1975). Anger control: The development and evaluation of
an experimental treatment. Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Piers, E. V. (1984). Piers-Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale Revised
manual 1984. Los Angeles: Western Psychological Services.

Platt, N. J., & Spivak, G. (1975). Manual for the Means End Problem
Solving Procedure (MEPS): A measure of interpersonal cognitive
problem solving skill. Unpublished manuscript.

Reich, W., Welner, Z., Herjanic, B., & MHS Staff. (1997). Diagnostic
Interview for Children and Adolescents computer program (DICS-
IV). North Tonawanda, NY: Multi-Health Systems.

Reynolds, C. R., & Kamphaus, R. W. (1992).Behavior Assessment

System for Children manual. Circle Pines, MN: American Guidance
Service.

Broadband and Narrbwbaﬁd ey
<l



229

Reynolds, C. R., & Richmond, B. O. (1978). What I think and feel: A
revised measure of children’s manifest anxiety. Journal of Abnormal
Child Psychology, 6, 271-280.

Reynolds, W. M. (1987). Assessment of depression in adolescents:
Manual for the Reynolds Adolescent Depression Scale (RADS).
Odessa, FL: Psychology Assessment Resources.

Reynolds, W. M. (1989). Reynolds Child Depression Scale: Professional
manual. Odessa, FL: Psychology Assessment Resources.

Reynolds, W. M. (1995). Depression. In V. B. Van Hasselt & M. Hersen
(Eds.), Handbook of adolescent psychopathology: A guide to
diagnosis and treatment (pp. 297-348). New York: Lexington Books.

Roberts, G. E. (1994). Interpretive handbook for the Roberts
Apperception Test for Children. Los Angeles: Western Psychological
Services.

Spielberger, C. D. (1988). Manual for the State-Trait Anger Expression
Inventory (STAXI). Odessa, FL: Psychological Assessment
Resources.

Spielberger, C. D., Edwards, C. D., Lushene, R. E., Montouri, J., &
Platzek, D. (1973). Preliminary manual for the State-Trait Anxiety
Inventory for Children. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists
Press.

Stein, M. 1. (1955). The Thematic Apperception Test: An introductory
manual for its clinical use with adults. Cambridge: MA: Addison-
Wesley.

Walker, H. M., & McConnell, S. R. (1995a). Walker-McConnell Scale
of Social Competence and School Adjustment: Adolescent version.
San Diego, CA: Singular Publishing Group.

Walker, H. M., & McConnell, S. R. (1995b). Walker-McConnell Scale
of Social Competence and School Adjustment: Elementary version.
San Diego, CA: Singular Publishing Group.

271

[ Broadband and Narrowband




230

Wirt, R. D., Lachar, D., Klinedinst, J. K., & Seat, P. D. (1977).

Multidimensional description of personality: A manual for the
Personality Inventory for Children. Los Angeles: Western

Psychological Services.

Wodrich, D. L. (1997). Children’s psychological testing (3rd ed.).
Baltimore, MD: Paul H. Brookes.

272

Broadband and Narrowband




231

Chapter 16
/Il Assessment of Family Issues

/11 A Guide for Educators
\ Craig S. Cashwell & Randolph H. Watts Jr.

This chapter provides an overview of the family assessment
process for educators who work in school settings. Although school
counselors and other school mental health professionals will most likely
implement the formal assessment procedures illustrated in this chapter,
all school personnel need to consider family issues that may occasion
academic, behavioral, and emotional problems among students. A
thorough assessment of a student enables school-based professionals
to develop appropriate remediation and intervention strategies.
Assessment can help with the identification of a problem or problems,
the generation of alternative ways to view the problems, and the process
of deciding among interventions (Hood & Johnson, 1991). The
following vignettes exemplify family assessment issues.

The Withdrawn First-Grade Student

Jack is a quiet first grader. He does not seem to have many
friends in his class. Although he works well independently,
he gets frustrated when working in a group with other
children. Recently, he became so frustrated in a group that
he started crying and ran over to the teacher and grabbed
her leg. At other times, he has affectionately referred to
the teacher as “Mommy.” He wears the same dirty clothes
to school almost every day.

The Dieting Middle School Student

Lucy seemed to be a successful and happy student until
recently. Although she has always been active in
gymnastics, she has become more active in recent months.
She talks often about gymnastics competitions and losing
weight. She is increasingly distracted in class, often
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fidgeting or looking uncomfortably around the room. She
eats almost nothing at lunch, claiming that she is on a new
diet. She looks thin and pale. She appears to be in a bad
mood most of the time.

The Sullen High School Student

Jimmy, a junior, seems to have become even more dark
and sullen in the past few months. Although he has never
put much effort into his schoolwork, his grades have
dropped significantly this quarter. He looks tired, with
drooping bags under his eyes. He sometimes smells of
tobacco. He seems angry and has even gotten into a few
fistfights with people he claimed were his friends. His
classmates have started to call him “the beast” behind his
back. He does not speak in class or even make eye contact
with his teachers. He seems to hurry from class intentionally
to avoid a conversation with anyone. He grumbles about
how no one understands him.

What is going on with each of these children? Is Jack simply a
quiet child, or are there neglect issues at home? Is Lucy stressed out
and a little overzealous in her diet and fitness program or does she have
an eating disorder? Is her family pressuring her to succeed in
gymnastics? Is Jimmy going through typical teenage angst, or is he
developing a substance abuse problem, and at what level are family
members aware of his problems? It is impossible to tell from the
preceding descriptions the nature of each child’s distress. It is clear,
however, that adult attention is warranted and more information is
needed.

Assessment of Systemic Issues

When considering familial influences on a student’s development
and functioning, the assessment process must be multimethod and
multimodal. Multimethod assessments make use of a variety of
assessment techniques, including behavioral observations of the student
(and, on occasion, of family interactions); interviews with the student,
teachers, and parents; and formal standardized assessment instruments.
The term multimodal refers to assessing the cognitive, behavioral, and
affective domains and the interplay among the three. To conduct an
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accurate assessment that is multimodal (i.e., assesses thoughts,
behaviors, and feelings), it is necessary to collect information in a variety
of ways (i.e., conduct a multimethod assessment). Although the student’s
age may dictate what assessment methods are applicable, the central
idea is to avoid overgeneralizing from any one source of information
and making misattributions because of limited information. For
example, a student in elementary grades may produce a drawing that
appears to be sexually graphic. Although this is cause for concern and
follow-up, it is important to supplement this piece of “data” with other
information, such as a child interview, behavioral observations in the
classroom, teacher interviews, and if appropriate, parent interviews.
Assessment is a continual process, and the process typically begins
with informal procedures such as observations and interviews before
moving on to more formal methods of assessment, such as standardized
tests. For clarity, informal and formal assessment procedures are
addressed separately in this discussion, though it is important to keep
in mind that the two are not artificially separated in reality; that is,
informal and formal assessment procedures complement one another
and together provide more comprehensive assessment. Information from
a standardized test may provide additional data and be integrated with
the results of interviews and behavioral observations. |

Informal Assessment Process

There are a variety of methods of collecting information on family
functioning without using standardized tests. The primary types of
informal assessment are interviews and observations of the student and
the family.

Student Interviews

When school personnel begin to consider that family functioning
may be affecting a student’s academic or behavioral performance, the
assessment process often begins with a student interview. Clearly, the
interviewer must keep in mind the developmental level of the child. A
question such as, “How are things going at home?” may produce a
useful response from a high school student, but will likely be unhelpful
with a student in elementary grades: Responses such as “good” or “fine”
are common at this age.

When collecting family information in any form, particularly
through interviewing, it is important to consider that family rules may
exist against talking about familial problems. Whether this rule is overt
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(i.e., parents tell the student not to talk about the problem) or covert
(i.e., not talking about problems is modeled in the family system), these
rules are powerful influences in the student’s life. There are two practical
implications here. First, it is necessary to build rapport and trust with
the student. Often this process includes a period of supporting the student
in not talking about something, for example, “That’s a very difficult
thing to talk about. You don’t have to talk about that right now if you
don’t want to.” Avoiding the power struggle that often follows when a
student is told he or she must disclose personal information may increase
trust levels and occasion important disclosures from the student. Second,
it is important to watch for subtle nonverbal cues that the student is not
being forthright and to listen for what the student is not saying, or how
he or she is changing topics away from systemic issues. Decisions about
when and if to confront these inconsistencies depend on the level of
rapport with the student and perceptions of the student’s readiness to
discuss the issues further. Because we often do not know when students
are ready to make a disclosure, a helpful statement might be “I think
there is something about your family that you want to tell me, but it’s
hard to talk about. Whenever you are ready to talk about it, I would like
to hear about it and help if I can.” Such a statement treats the student
with respect and avoids the types of power struggles that may influence
the student to withdraw and avoid further disclosures.

A final caveat about student interviews is warranted. The maxim
in family assessment may well be, “What you get depends on whom
you ask.” Child and parent reports of family functioning often are
discrepant, with adolescents commonly reporting greater problems in
their families than do parents. When conducting child interviews, it is
important to remember the potential for bias in self-reporting and that
you are getting only one side of the story. This fact underscores the
importance of multimethod assessment.

Genograms

A genogram is a multipurpose assessment tool that may be used
either with a student individually or within a family session. Considering
‘how varied and complex family structures can be, a genogram may be
particularly helpful in organizing family information. A genogram may
help a younger student (who is perhaps functioning at a concrete
operational level) to present information about her or his family. In
addition to being a useful assessment technique for the professional
educator to gain information, the process of co-constructing a genogram
often gives students new insights.

3
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Although the process of developing a genogram may be modified
to fit the needs of each student, there are common steps and symbols in
developing a genogram, a development that occurs in three stages. In
the first stage, a family tree is developed that illustrates a student’s
family structure and relevant information that the student is able to
provide. The specificity of this content depends on, among other things,
the age of the student. In the second stage, the student provides a detailed
description of each person in the genogram. In the third stage, the student
discusses the quality of each dyadic relationship. Tailored to the issues
and needs of each student, genograms may be used to gather focused
information about various aspects of family functioning, such as
attachments, emotional expression, gender roles, and culture (DeMaria,
Weeks, & Hof, 1999).

Behavioral Observations

-Behavioral observations of the student often contribute valuable
information. For example, it is often helpful to observe targeted
behaviors in the classroom. Observations may not be subject to the
biases of self-report information. Further, behavioral observations are
an alternative method of collecting information about young students
who may not be able to provide useful information in an interview.
One important decision is to determine who will make the behavioral
observations. Teachers who are trained in the assessment process may
observe unobtrusively. Other school personnel, who can focus solely
on targeted behaviors of particular students without the responsibility
of teaching other students, may provide more focused observations;
however, obtrusive observation, such as the school counselor coming
into the classroom, may change the environment enough to alter a
student’s behavior. When such observations are conducted, it is
important to follow them up with a teacher interview to see how the
behavior was consistent with or different from that shown in typical
classroom periods.

Behavioral observations often provide information about the
function or purpose of the targeted behavior (the most common purposes
of behavior being attention seeking, escape or avoidance, and tangtible
rewards). Behavioral observations may provide information about what
the child needs from her or his environment and how parents may be
interacting with the child. Such information informs the efforts of school
personnel to advocate for the student by consulting with parents.
Consider the following scenario:
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David, a second-grade student whose parents divorced
about three months ago, begins having frequent temper
tantrums in one class. A classroom observation and
subsequent teacher interviews by school counselors reveal
that the student is able to avoid certain aspects of
schoolwork by having tantrums and being sent to the
principal’s office. A consultation with his mother (the
custodial parent) indicates that this is a common pattern at
home as well; she often chooses to let him out of his
responsibilities at home when he throws tantrums because
it is easier to do so.

The counselor realizes that the teacher and mother are both
inadvertently reinforcing the tantrums by letting David out
of his responsibilities. Working together, the counselor,
teacher, and mother develop a strategy to reinforce David
for asking verbally for what he wants (rather than throwing
tantrums) and not to allow him out of his responsibilities.
The counselor also works to educate the teacher and mother
about the likelihood of an extinction burst (an initial
increase in the frequency and intensity of a behavior when
its reinforcer is removed) so that they will be prepared for -
the behavior to worsen initially and will not abandon the
plan.

Family Interviews

An optimal assessment technique involves bringing in all members
of the immediate family and interviewing them together. Such an
interview provides a wealth of information because the facilitator may
collect information based not only on what people say, but also, more
important, on how they interact. Information such as who answers for
the family, who talks to whom, who talks about whom, and how the
problem is viewed by different family members may reveal important
information about family functioning, including hierarchies, power
issues, and family rules.

Family interviews should not be confused with parent interviews.
In a parent interview, a parent is invited to consult with school personnel,
usually about the child’s behavioral or academic difficulties. Parent
report is an important and clearly viable source of information. The
distinction between the type of information gained in a family interview
and that gained from a parent interview is one of content versus process.
Although a parent may provide additional content information, a family
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interview potentially provides process information about family
functioning, information that may not be reported verbally by any
individual member of the family because of a lack of conscious
awareness of the dynamic.

One vital technique in conducting family interviews is that of
circular questioning. Circular questioning is used to assess the
perceptions of each family member about the functioning of the family
system. O’Brian and Bruggen (1985) categorized circular questions as
relationship oriented (“When you say you are not going to bed at night,
what does your mother do? What does your father do?”), rank oriented
(“Who does more disciplining of you, your mother or your father?”’),
or time oriented (“How was John different before you and your husband
divorced?”). A final category addresses a person who does not respond
to questions that are asked. Other family members may be asked to
provide this information (e.g., “If Samantha had answered my last
question honestly, what would she have said?”"). Circular questioning
is a powerful technique to assess family interactions, help the family
learn about perceptions of other family members, and stimulate
discussion as family members engage in the process of either agreeing
with or correcting statements made about them (Brock & Barnard,
1999).

Family Task Interview
One alternative to a traditional family interview is a Jamily task

interview (Kinston, Loader, & Miller, 1985). The family is provided a
series of structured tasks to complete. The tasks are either observed by
an unobtrusive observer or videotaped (with consent) for review. The
primary advantages of the family task interview are that families reveal
more information about themselves through the completion of these
tasks than they do through self-report in an interview (Kinston et al.,
1985) and that alliances within the family are not distorted by the
involvement of another person, such as a teacher or counselor (Fredman
& Sherman, 1987). The family task interview begins by welcoming
the family and issuing simple instructions. The family then completes
the following seven tasks within a specified amount of time:

Plan together an activity that must take at least an hour (four

minutes).

Get the box of blocks and build a tower (four minutes).

Discuss likes and dislikes of each member (four minutes).

Sort a deck of cards according to a pattern (four minutes).

Complete the following story: A family is at home. One
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member is missing and late returning. The phone rings, and
the family is asked to come to the hospital immediately (nine
minutes).

Parents choose a well-known saying, decide what it means,
then explain it to the children (nine minutes).

Discuss the task interview process (five minutes).

Family functioning on the tasks is then rated on a seven-point
Likert-type scale in the areas of affective status, communication,
boundaries, alliances, adaptability and stability, and family competence.

Family Dynamics

Regardless of the type of informal assessment process you select,
consider a number of important family dynamics: rules, roles,
boundaries, communication patterns, family affect, and flexibility. Rules
refers to both the overt (e.g., for curfew) and covert (e.g., modeling of
emotions that are or are not expressed) processes by which families
govern themselves. Roles refers to the parts played by each family
member. Healthy families tend to be highly conscious of each role, and
there is some fluidity and flexibility in roles. Common examples of

roles typically considered unhealthy are the parentified child (i.e., the

child has caretaking and other adult responsibilities) and the spousified
child (i.e., a child is a primary or sole source of emotional support for
a parent). Boundaries are invisible barriers that determine amounts and
type of contact both within and outside the family. These boundaries
may be physical, emotional, spiritual, or sexual and exist on a continuum
from disengaged to enmeshed, with healthy families considered to exist
somewhere between these extremes. Communication patterns are often
indicative of power issues in the family or needs for education about
healthy communication patterns. Autonomy refers to such dimensions
as clarity of expression, balance of authority and responsibility, and
level of invasiveness. Family affect refers to such dimensions as range
of feelings, general mood and tone of family interactions, presence of
empathy toward others in the family, and presence of irresolvable
conflict. Finally, flexibility (or adaptability) refers to the ability of family
members to adapt as the needs of the family change. Examples of
flexibility include modifying family rules as children get older and
modifying family functioning when a child leaves home.
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Formal Assessment Process

At times, it may be more effective to use standardized measures
to provide information about family functioning. When administering
paper-and-pencil measures to students, parents, or teachers, remember
that this information is self-report and, as such, is subject to the same
biases inherent to any self-report. This is a significant issue particularly
when dealing with family functioning because many people hold myths
about their family, that is, they believe the family is functioning
differently than it is actually functioning. For this reason, data gained
from standardized self-report measures should be integrated with other
information about the student available from interviews and
observations.

Although a thorough review of assessment instruments is beyond
the scope of this chapter, there are three instruments that are brief and
well researched and have reading levels generally appropriate for middle
school or older students.

Family Adaptability and Cohesion Evaluation Scales ITI (FACES
III). FACES III (Olson, Portner, & Lavee, 1985) was developed to
measure the family constructs of cohesion (closeness) and adaptability
(flexibility), two important constructs in the family counseling literature.
A substantial volume of research considers relationships among these
two aspects of family functioning and a variety of behavioral and
academic outcomes. Family descriptions made by various family
members correlate weakly with one another (Fredman & Sherman,
1987), and these discrepancies often become a focal point in the
counseling process.

Family Strengths Scale. Olson, Larsen, and McCubbin (1992)
developed an instrument that measures aspects of sound family
functioning rather than focusing on problems. This instrument measures
two dimensions of family functioning: family pride (including trust
and loyalty) and family accord. Besides looking at overall scores,
responses to individual items can serve to stimulate discussion (Fredman
& Sherman, 1987).

Parent-Adolescent Communication Scale (PAC). Developed
by Barnes and Olson (1992) as an adjunct to the FACES instrument,
the PAC measures two dimensions of family communication (open
family communication and problem family communication). One
unusual aspect of the PAC is that a separate form exists for
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communication with each parent, allowing for potential differences in
these relationships to emerge through the assessment process.

Guidelines for Working with Troubled Students

Whenever school personnel work with students who may have
family problems that contribute to academic, behavioral, and emotional
problems, they should keep in mind the following guidelines: Consult
a school mental health professional, consider legal issues, understand
school procedures, and make an appropriate referral when necessary.

Consult a School Mental Health Professional

Consultation with a school mental health professional typically
involves sharing observations of the child’s behavior and relevant parts
of conversations with the child and her or his parents or guardians. It is
miost helpful to be objective and share concrete information rather than
sharing personal feelings about the child or guessing at a diagnosis.
The mental health professional will determine the best way to proceed.
In most cases, the next step is to gather more information, that is, to
start the assessment process discussed throughout this chapter. Although
the school-based mental health professional often will coordinate the
collection of assessment information, teachers are typically involved
in the data collection process.

Consider Legal Issues

The law most relevant to assessment is the Family Education
Rights and Privacy Act (PL 93-380). This law, also known as the
Buckley Amendment, gives parents the opportunity to see all
information affecting the evaluation, placement, or programming of
their children (Drummond, 1992). Parents or legal guardians have a
right to see all written assessment information collected. Accordingly,
it is important that student records include only factual, objective
assessment information.

Understand School Procedures

Policies and procedures vary from school to school and are
explicated more fully and in more detail in some schools than in others.
It is extremely important to understand the procedures at your school
before beginning any assessments and to clarify anything that is unclear
about the policies and procedures regarding the student assessment
process.
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Policies and procedures commonly govern the practice of
obtaining parental consent for assessment and circumstances that
warrant referral to a mental health professional within the school, such
as a school counselor, or to a mental health professional outside of the
school when the needs of the student exceed the resources of the school
(e.g., if the student needs extended intensive counseling or the student’s
problems are beyond the expertise of school personnel).

Make a Referral

When a student’s needs exceed the capacity of the classroom
teacher to meet them or extend outside of her or his expertise, a referral
to a school mental health professional may be warranted. This person
will be trained to collect information about family functioning
systematically and to make informed decisions about the mental health
needs of the student and her or his family. Similarly, when the needs of
the student and her or his family are greater than can be met within the
school setting, a referral for services outside of the school may be needed
(Schmidt, 1999).

Whenever a referral of any type is made, it is important to
communicate with the child what is happening. Although this is true
for students of all ages, failure to discuss this with older students often
has more serious negative consequences because the student may feel
lied to or betrayed in some way. A typical pattern would be for the
teacher to tell the child, in a caring manner, that he or she is concerned.
For example, a teacher could say, “Lucy, I am concerned about your
dieting. It seems that you have lost a lot of weight, and I am afraid that
it is unhealthy. I have mentioned to Ms. Garcia, the school counselor,
that I am concerned. I have asked her to talk with you. You might need
some help and she is a very helpful person.” Although this type of
statement will most likely meet with some resistance from the child,
being truthful and straightforward with the child will be beneficial in
the long run. ’

Making contact with parents to obtain consent for assessment or
to solicit participation in the assessment process should also be done in
a spirit of care and concern. For example, the school counselor might
say, “Ms. Rosa, this is Janette Smith, the school counselor at Jack’s
school. [ am calling about Jack. He seems to be having some difficulties
at school. He seems to get frustrated and cries in class quite a bit. I
wonder if you would meet with me to develop a plan to help him.” The
goal here is to develop an allied, rather than adversarial, relationship
with the parents. It is all too easy to fall into the unhelpful trap of-
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advocating for the child and becoming adversarial toward a parent or
guardian.

Conclusions

Our goal in developing this chapter has been to discuss the
assessment process and provide an overview of techniques that may be
used to assess family functioning in an educational setting. The
assessment of family issues in an educational setting is a difficult and
complex task. Yet it is only through understanding the functioning of a
student’s family that many academic, emotional, and behavioral
problems can be fully understood and appropriate interventions
developed.
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Chapter 17
SUBSTANCE-Q

A Practical Clinical Interview for Detecting

Alcohol and Other Drug Abuse
Gerald A. Juhnke & William Bryce Hagedorn

This chapter describes the SUBSTANCE-Q, an atheoretical
assessment scale designed for use as a clinical interview with students
who potentially abuse alcohol and other drugs (AODs; Juhnke & Scholl,
1997). The scale is founded upon a clustering effect of 10 literature-
identified risk factors that commonly occur among AOD abusing
students. When these risk factors are assessed in sequence, the first
letter of each risk factor corresponds with the acronym SUBSTANCE-
Q. Thus, the acronym serves as a reminder of each of the 10 risk factors
that warrant assessment. Following the established “S” through “Q”
sequence ensures a thorough student substance abuse assessment. Each
high-risk factor is indicated below with a brief summary suggesting
the reason for its inclusion.

The 10 SUBSTANCE-Q Risk Factors

Substance Abusing Family Member. Students whose parents and
siblings are AOD abusing are at greater risk for abusing AODs
themselves (Biederman, Faraone, Monuteaux, & Feighner, 2000,
Duncan, Duncan, & Hops, 1996). This seems especially true when
AQD abusing parents and older siblings are respected and revered,
and when these AOD abusing family members are noted as being
important role models (Adlaf & Giesbrecht, 1996). Furthermore, when
students are living with AOD abusing family members, psychoactive
substances are often readily available within the home, and parents
appear to be less concerned about students using AODs or becoming
addicted. This may occur because AOD abusing family members don’t
perceive they have experienced significant negative consequences
related to their AOD abuse and don’t perceive themselves as being
addicted (Kandel, Griesler, Lee, Davies, & Schaffran, 2001).

ey o SUBSTANCE-
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Undersocialization. This factor refers to students who report few
significant friends or limited interactions with significant others. Often
these students will present with poor interpersonal skills or reported
alienation feelings (Sandhu, 2000). It is unknown whether their AOD
abusing behaviors have stunted their social development or interpersonal
skills, whether these students initially had limited desire to interact
socially, or whether a combination of these factors influences their
undersocialization (Brook & Whiteman, 1997). No matter the genesis,
undersocialized students are at increased risk for AOD abuse and should
be evaluated and referred whenever undersocialization is noted as a
symptom of presenting psychopathology (e.g., undersocialization
resulting from depression) or promoting AOD abuse (e.g., self-
medicating due to undersocialization).

Behavioral Problems. There is a high correlation between deviant and
AOD abusing behaviors (Dawkins, 1997; SAMHSA, 2001, Oct. 12).
For example, some students may have been formally charged with
criminal behaviors such as prostitution, driving while under the
influence (DUTI), selling AODs, or shoplifting (SAMHSA, 2001, Dec.
14). Still others may present as highly impulsive and sensation seeking

- (Palmgreen, Donohew, Lorch, Hoyle, & Stephenson, 2001).

Stressful Life Events. AOD abuse is also correlated with reported
stressful life events (Biederman et al., 2000). Specifically, many AOD
abusing students report using psychoactive substances to reduce anxiety
related to stressful life events (Hoffman & Su, 1997). Some of these
students may be predisposed to anxiety and, therefore, experience
stressful events more acutely than do nonabusing students. It is also
possible, however, that AOD abuse brings about stressful life events as
well (Weinrich & Hardin, 1997). For example, AOD abusing students
may experience stressful life events resulting from behaviors while
under the influence, or their stressful life events may be related to
dysfunctional interpersonal relationship dynamics that are exacerbated
by AOD abusing behaviors.

Tobacco Use. There is a correlation between tobacco use and AOD
abuse (Golub, Labouvie, & Johnson, 2000). A sizeable percentage of
students who present with AOD abuse concerns also use tobacco. Thus,
students using tobacco should be assessed for potential AOD abuse.

Academic Problems. Although there is a misperception by some that

SUBSTANCE-Q o
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all AOD abusing students experience academic problems, this is simply
not true. Many AOD abusing students are intelligent and do well
scholastically. There are indicators, however, suggesting that a
significant percentage of AOD abusing students do experience academic
difficulty (Dozier & Barnes, 1997; Register, Williams, & Grimes, 2001).
Academic problems may result from significant absenteeism or
interpersonal difficulties with peers and authority figures such as
teachers. Those experiencing academic difficulties may turn to AODs
to reduce the stresses of failure.

Negative Affect. For this scale, negative affect consists of two or more
of the following: (a) lethargy, (b) lack of ambition, (c) pessimism, (d)
low self-esteem, or (e) a low need for achievement. When combined
with other risk factors, negative affect may signal increased probability
for AOD use (Hofler & Lieb, 1999; Sutherland & Shepherd, 2001).
Any student presenting negative affect, however, warrants immediate
assessment to rule out potentially life-threatening behaviors.

Cohort Substance Abuse. Data suggest an increased probability that
students will abuse AODs when their close friends and peers are abusing
the same substances (NCADI, 2001; Olds & Thombs, 2001). Whenever
students note that their close friends and peers are AOD abusing, further
inquiry is warranted.

Endorsement of Substance Abuse. This risk factor is especially
noteworthy. Students who indicate that they are AOD abusing
automatically warrant treatment. Often students initially coming into
treatment or being mandated into treatment will indicate they abuse
AODs (AAP, 2001). Their statements should be believed, and
appropriate treatment intervention should be established.

Quit in Past or Attempted to Quit. This risk factor is related to students
who indicate that they have quit or attempted to quit abusing AODs.
Often these students will indicate many attempts to discontinue AOD
abuse altogether or will indicate they have attempted to decrease their
AQOD abuse (Stanton & McClelland, 1996).

Once the SUBSTANCE-Q risk factors have been assessed, a score
can then be determined. The following intervention strategies, which
correspond to each student’s score, will aid in the treatment of the
affected student. ’
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Scoring and Intervention Guidelines

For each of the SUBSTANCE-Q risk factors, students receive a
score between 0 (complete absence of the risk factor) and 10 (significant
’ manifestation of the risk factor). Proposed intervention guidelines are
based upon behavioral scoring anchors (Table 1) and total number of
points received (Table 2). This total number can range between O and
100. The purpose of this clinical interview scale is to ensure a thorough
addiction assessment and to augment counselors’ clinical judgment
when they perceive that students may be AOD abusing. Therefore, the
instrument is used only when students are perceived as possibly having
an AOD abuse—related concern. Besides the relation to AOD abuse
risk factors, the scale’s numerical score is correlated to general clinical
guidelines that suggest minimal intervention standards. These general
guidelines should be adjusted according to the student’s specific needs
and voiced concerns.

Low SUBSTANCE-Q Scores
The responses of students perceived as AOD abusing who score
between 0 and 15 may very well be suspect. Such low scores may
" indicate students are attempting to present themselves in a favorable
manner and are not admitting their AOD abuse concerns or related
experiences. Such low scores suggest students are denying the presence
of AOD abusing behaviors and experiences commonly acknowledged
by AOD addicted students. The primary issue with such low scores is
the incongruence between the counselor’s initial perceptions related to
the student’s suspected AOD abuse and the student’s low score.
Consulting with one’s clinical supervisor and professional peers
can help clarify whether the counselor’s original concerns were likely

TABLE 1. The SUBSTANCE-Q Clinical Interview

Substance Abusing Family Members/Significant Others
Under socialized :
Behavioral Problems

Stressful Life Events

Tobacco Use

Academic Problems

Negative Affect

Cohort Substance Abuse

Endorses Substance Abuse

Quit In the Past or Previously Attempted Quits
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TABLE 2. SUBSTANCE-Q Clinical Interview Behavioral Scoring Anchors

Substance Abusing Family Member/Significant Others

0 No Substance Abusing Family Members
5 At least one respected family member abusing substances on
a regular basis
10 At least one respected family member abusing substances who has

had substance-related negative effects (e.g., job termination, DUI
charges, etc.) resulting from frequent and regular substance abuse

Under socialized

0 Good social skills and significant support from others
5 Limited social skills or limited support
10 Poor social skills or very limited support

Behavioral Problems

0 No deviant, criminal, or antisocial behaviors noted

5 Unconventional attitudes or minor rebellion toward authority
figures or minor law infractions

10 Recent or recurrent criminal behaviors or high sensation seeking

or animosity toward authority figures.

Stressful Life Events
0 Stressful life events denied and student appears to be experiencing
a life free from major stressors
5 Some noteworthy stressful life events are noted. These stressors

are reported at times as being difficult but are neither
insurmountable or thoroughly overwhelming

10 Noteworthy stressful life events are noted and the student reports
that the stressors are often perceived as overwhelming

Tobacco Use
0 Student denies smoking tobacco
5 Student reports occasionally smoking tobacco cigarettes or cigars,
but reports smoking less than one pack of tobacco cigarettes each
week and less than three tobacco cigars per week.
10 Student reports smoking at least one pack of tobacco cigarettes or
one tobacco cigar per day

Academic Problems

0 No academic problems noted

5 Decline in academic relations or performance or attendance
resulting from substance abuse or substance-related behaviors, or
in jeopardy of being dismissed, suspended, or failed due tsubstance
abuse or substance-related behaviors.

10 Academic course failure resulting from substance abuse or
substance-related_behaviors or performance or attendance problems
resulting from substance abuse or substance-related behaviors
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Negative Affect
0 No lethargy or lack of ambition or pessimism or low self-esteem
or low need for achievement noted.
5 Moderate amounts of any of the aforementioned noted
10 Significant amounts of any of the aforementioned noted
Cohort Substance Abuse
0 No close friends or peers are reported as abusing AODs
5 Infrequent AOD abuse by close friend(s)

10 Frequent AOD abuse by close friend(s)

Endorses Substance Abuse

0 Student denies AOD abuse
5 Student reports infrequent AOD abuse
10 Student reports frequent AOD abuse

Quit In the Past or Previously Attempted Quits
0 No previous attempts or thoughts of discontinuing alcohol use
5 No previous attempts or thoughts of discontinuing drug use other
than alcohol which costs less than $10 per week, or one or fewer
attempts to discontinue AOD use
10 Does not perceive a need to discontinue drug use of more than
$10 per week, or more than one attempt to discontinue AOD use.

TABLE 3. SUBSTANCE-Q Clinical Interview Scores with General Clinical

Guidelines

Scores General Clinical Guidelines

Oto 15  Consult clinical supervisor to clarify whether initial AOD concerns

regarding the student were likely unfounded. If concerns were
unfounded and no basis for questioning the veracity of the student’s
responses exist, disseminate information indicating how student can
access counselors if needed in the future and provide a single follow-up
telephone call in 10 to 14 days to reassess possible needs. Oppositely,
should the student’s responses be suspect, additional assessment via
significant other clinical interviews and AOD speciality assessments
(e.g., the Substance Abuse Subtle Screening Inventory-Adolescent) are
warranted.

16 to 39  If responses do not appear suspect, participation in counseling should be
encouraged to address AOD abuse or other voiced conicerns. If
responses appear suspect, additional assessment via significant other

clinical interviews and AOD specialty assessments is warranted.

40t0 59  Counseling and 12-step participation should be advocated. The local
24-hour helpline and relevant support group (e.g., Al-Ateen) telephone
numbers should be provided. Student must agree to a “no suicide” and
a “no harm” contract. Additional assessment is necessary to determine
types, frequency, and amounts of AODs used — especially AODs used
within the current year. Rule out the need for detoxification.

SUBSTANCE-Q . 2 9 ﬁ
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60 to 100 Counseling and 12-step participation are required. In addition to
providing local helpline and 12-step support group numbers, and
requiring the student to agree to a no suicide and no harm contract,
detoxification and a restricted environment must be ruled out.
Additionally, further assessment is required. Specifically such
assessment should note types of AODs used, as well as the frequency of
use and amounts typically taken.

If the counselor’s original concerns seem unfounded, he or she
should inform students about how to access counseling services in the
future should the students need help. A single follow-up telephone call
within the next 10 to 14 days to reassess the situation and remind
students of available services is also suggested. On the other hand,
should a student’s responses appear suspect, additional assessment is
clearly warranted, and depending on the outcome of these assessments,
relevant intervention should be conducted to ensure clinically
appropriate treatment.

The presence of certain risk factors, even by themselves, warrant
further assessment and intervention. For example, it is logical that
students who endorse AOD abuse should receive addiction treatment
recommendations. Those who report stressful life events, academic
problems, or negative affect should be referred for counseling.

Low to Moderate SUBSTANCE-Q Score

Scores between 16 and 39 suggest substance abuse. Additional
assessment i1s warranted if responses appear suspect or if counselors
are uncertain whether DSM-IV-TR abuse or dependence criteria are
fulfilled. Recommendations for follow-up counseling are a means to
address presenting AOD abuse symptoms or other voiced concerns.
Follow-up visits are indicated to monitor the students’ immediate
conditions and to ensure that appropriate services are made available
should a change in their conditions warrant more intensive interventions.
Giving students a business card with both the local 24-hour crisis and
local support group telephone numbers printed on the front and 35 cents
taped to the back can provide students with the means to obtain help
should they need it.

Moderate to High SUBSTANCE-Q Scores

Those scoring between 40 and 59 points are experiencing a
moderate to high number of AOD abuse risk factors and likely warrant
addiction treatment. Further assessment related to the types of AODs
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used, onset of AOD use, frequency of use, and money typically spent
each week on AOD abusing behaviors will be helpful. These students
should be encouraged to investigate and participate in a relevant 12-
step support group (e.g., Alateen). Given the frequency of suicide and
violence among AOD abusing students (Dawkins, 1997; Tanskanen,
2000), students scoring in this range should sign a no suicide and no
harm contract. This contract has students promise counselors and
significant others (e.g., friends, family members, etc.) that they will
call the 24-hour crisis hotline should they feel overwhelmed, depressed,
or like hurting themselves or others.

Certainly, such contracts hold no legal recourse, and they can’t
inhibit students from dangerous behaviors (Barnett, 1994). They do,
however, provide counselors with robust information and delineate a
plan that students and their families and friends can follow. For example,
should a student refuse to enter into a no suicide contract, it is clinically
-appropriate to assess the student for immediate danger and to hospitalize
him or her if necessary. In other words, if any students refuse to agree
to a no suicide contract, it suggests that those students are entertaining
suicidal ideation and may have a plan to harm themselves. Thus, further
assessment is warranted and protective measures must be enacted to

" protect these students from self-harm.

High SUBSTANCE-Q Scores

Scores of 60 or greater suggest significant AOD abuse, as well as
possible environmental and emotional stressors. These students are at
significant risk for substance abuse or dependence and likely warrant
direct intervention. Depending on the amount and frequency of noted
AOD abuse, students whose scores fall at the extreme end of this AOD
risk continuum warrant possible referral for detoxification. Participation
in a 12-step support group should be required, concomitant with
addiction counseling. As indicated for moderate to high responses, the
student should sign a no suicide and no harm contract and be provided
a 24-hour crisis hotline number.

Clearly counselors should recognize that the presence of any single
10-point factor does not mean students are substance abusing or
dependent. As noted, however, a clustering of high-risk factors, as noted
above, suggests increased risk of substance abuse or dependence. Again,
high scores on single factors such as academic problems, behavioral
problems, or stressful life events may not by themselves indicate
substance abuse or dependence, but they may suggest the need for
general counseling services.

SUBSTANCE-Q
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Conclusion

School counselors have multiple responsibilities to the students
and families they serve, and students and families desire prompt and
effective counseling services. The ability to assess student AOD abuse
immediately without having to refer can be a significant asset to
counselors and students alike. The SUBSTANCE-Q can be easily
implemented with students during typical face-to-face clinical
assessments and provides school counselors the opportunity to learn
about potential student concerns and problems without requiring
standardized written testing instruments. As this chapter has noted, in
administering and scoring the SUBSTANCE-Q, obtained scores link
directly to practical counseling recommendations and guidelines.

Based upon our experiences, we believe the SUBSTANCE-Q
allows school counselors an opportunity to quickly establish the basic
rapport necessary in assessing the AOD treatment needs of students.
Additionally, the student interview enables counselors immediately to
assess and implement standardized counseling recommendations that
encourage student follow-up and continuity of care. Finally, the use of
the SUBSTANCE-Q clinical interview ensures that the counselor asks
fundamental questions regarding student AOD abuse and concerns.
Therefore, school counselors can intervene before a student engages in
more potentially dangerous and lethal AOD abuse behaviors.
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Chapter 18

Overcoming Test Anxiety
1l Giving Students the Ability to Show What
They Know

L Brian Goonan

Tests and evaluations are a nearly unavoidable part of our world.
Entrance exams, aptitude tests, driver’s license tests, classroom exams,
and, in particular, grades are just a few examples of the assessments
used throughout our society to make comparisons among individuals.
Most people are not concerned about the use of grades to identify areas
in need of improvement. When these grades are used to determine who
will be permitted access to resources such as higher education, greater
opportunities, and financial assistance, however, testing becomes a
concern. It is understandable that some people experience test anxiety
when faced with this determination and the seeming message that test
scores impart regarding an individual’s worthiness.

We are tested throughout life. As early as preschool, some schools
require entrance evaluations to determine if a child is appropriate for a
given program. Parents, teachers, and administrators complain of the
overemphasis placed on standardized test scores to evaluate a school’s
worthiness for funding. This dismay over the emphasis on test scores
trickles down to students. In Texas, some educators feel that too much
of the curriculum is focused on preparing students to pass the TAAS
(Texas Assessment of Academic Skills), one of a long line of group-
administered aptitude tests. Even elementary school students feel the
pressure and come to regard the TAAS as another four letter word.
Given our society’s emphasis on getting ahead and the function that
tests have come to serve in measuring the ability to succeed, it is not
surprising that many individuals have come to see tests as feared objects
that threaten their well-being.

There is significant variability in the reporting of test anxiety,
with some studies citing test anxiety as affecting as much as 34 percent
to 41 percent of third- through sixth-grade children (Beidel, 1991;
Turner, Beidel, Hughes, & Turner, 1993). Even if we accept
conservative estimates, which range around 20 percent, one out of five
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students in upper elementary school is likely somehow hindered in his
or her ability to show what he or she knows. In reviewing the literature
on the impact of anxiety on aptitude, Ball points out that “less than 10
percent of the aptitude variance is accounted for by anxiety, and probably
no more than 5 percent on the average. This is nevertheless worth being
concerned about: Smoking accounts for only about 3 percent of the
variance associated with longevity and people feel this is important”
(Ball, 1995, p.110).

Doesn’t Everyone Worry About Taking a Test?

Test anxiety is more than normal worry about a test; it is a specific
anxiety disorder that involves excessive amounts of concern, worry,
and fear about negative evaluation during or in anticipation of
performance or evaluative situations. Diagnostically, test anxiety meets
the criteria for classification as a specific form of social phobia as defined
by the DSM-IV (American Psychiatric Association, 1994). Individuals
with test anxiety are excessively concerned with embarrassment or
consequences from poor performance; seek to avoid performance or
evaluative situations, or endure those situations with intense distress;
and have disruptions to their normal routine or academic functioning
as a result of the distress or avoidance behaviors.

Students experience test anxiety as difficulty thinking clearly, and
in some cases seeming inability to do so. This mental blanking may lift
once the exam is over. Before and during the test, individuals may
experience physical sensations such as a racing heartbeat, upset stomach
(e.g., “butterflies”), muscle tension, perspiration (e.g., sweaty palms),
and headache. Irritability and restlessness may also occur. During the
exam the student may misread questions, experience difficulty
understanding the nature of the questions asked, and have trouble
organizing his or her thoughts. Although some educators and researchers
suggest that the low performance of test-anxious students is due to a
combination of poor preparation and an individual’s awareness of that
poor preparation at test time, others would support the contention that
individuals who are well prepared but experience high test anxiety have
true difficulty in retrieving known information and strategies
(Birenbaum & Nasser, 1994).

Liebert and Morris (1967) were perhaps the first to break down
test anxiety into the two main components of worry and emotionality.
The worry component comprises the cognitive aspects of anxiety,
typically considered to be rooted in fears of failure, negative
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comparisons to peers, and doubts about personal ability. Thoughts such
as “T’ll never get into college with these grades,” “Why is no one else
struggling with this exam?” and “Maybe I’m just not as smart as I
think I am” are examples of the cognitive worry component. Later
researchers have specified test-irrelevant thoughts as at least a subset
of the initial worry component (Sarason, 1984). All too often families,
peers, schools, and society feed the test-anxious student’s concerns by
emphasizing the subjective notion of performing to one’s potential.
Some students come to value their academic acumen as indexed partly
by how little they studied; therefore, they under-report the amount of
studying required in order to appear as though they earned their grades
through intellect more than through preparation.

Liebert and Morris’s (1967) second component, emotionality,
encompasses the physiological sensations associated with arousal of
the autonomic nervous system. Although their initial conceptualization
emphasizes the physiological aspects of arousal, the emotionality
component in actuality comprises both physiological and affective
arousal. Thus, emotionality includes increased muscle tension,
perspiration, cold hands, racing heartbeat, and upset stomach, as well
as sensations of irritability, depression, and agitation.

Consistent with a commonly held belief that cognitions are more
likely to influence emotions and physiology than vice versa, most studies
I reviewed found the cognitive component of test anxiety to be more
influential than the emotionality component. For example, Morris and
Liebert (1970) found worry to be more strongly negatively correlated
with examination grades than was emotionality. Similarly, Birenbaum
and Nasser (1994) concluded that preoccupation with test-irrelevant
thoughts leaves less space for the type of processing necessary for
complex tasks.

Origins and Impact of Test Anxiety: A Most Unwanted Guest

In a recent review of the literature, McDonald (2001) concludes
that there are no consistent findings regarding gender differences,
socioeconomic differences, or race differences in the prevalence of test
anxiety. There is also no generally accepted causal pathway for the
development of test anxiety. Test anxiety is not a simple matter of
students who are test anxious doing poorly, and those who are not test
anxious doing well. This is largely because test anxiety is thought to be
based on a continuum of impairment rather than as being either present
or not present (McDonald, 2001). Additionally, the effects of test anxiety
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on performance are thought to be multidetermined and complex
(Hodapp, Glanzmann, & Laux, 1995). Regardless of its causes, once
test anxiety is present, it seems to form a self-sustaining feedback loop.
Test anxiety decreases performance on tests (or increases inefficiency
of preparation), which negatively affects self-esteem and confidence;
this supports a belief in decreased likelihood for success (reinforcing
the worry component), which, in turn, further increases test anxiety.

In some cases the very thing we think might improve confidence
may actually serve to produce or increase anxiety. For example, Mueller
and Dweck (1998) found that 10- to 12-year-olds who are praised for
test performance tend to choose tasks that allow them to demonstrate
their abilities. These children hold strong beliefs that their test scores
represent their intelligence, and they would lie to another child if they
received a poor score. Children praised for their effort instead of their
performance do not return to the same tasks; rather, they choose tasks
that allow opportunities for learning. The idea that praising children
for effort rather than achievement enhances learning is consistent with
findings that praise for performance also undermines intrinsic
motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985).

The effects of test anxiety take on different forms depending on

“whether students are high or low achievers, according to Birenbaum

and Nasser (1994), who evaluated the qualitative and quantitative
aspects of student performance on a math test. They found that highly
anxious, high-achieving students made more nonserious errors on
complex items than did highly anxious, low-achieving students, who
made more serious errors. Birenbaum and Nasser take these results to
suggest that individuals with backgrounds of high and low achievement
need to be treated differently in terms of intervention. They suggest
that the highly anxious, high-achieving student would benefit most from
learning test-taking skills, such as practicing effective coping methods
for different types of formats. The highly anxious, low-achieving student
would benefit most from effective learning strategies. Both groups
would benefit from therapies that focus on cognitive coping techniques
in the face of stress.

Given that anxiety is based on an individual’s perception of lack
of success or fear of failure, rather than just his or her innate abilities,
intellectually gifted students also are vulnerable to test anxiety (Zeidner
& Schleyer, 1999). Gifted students’ test anxiety does not affect their
academic performance to the level seen with nongifted, test-anxious
students; however, relative to their peer group, all test-anxious students
have a low academic self-concept. Further, high-achieving and
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intellectually gifted students often self-select into more competitive
environments as their schooling progresses. Therefore, the long-term
impact of test anxiety on lowering students’ self-concepts and the likely
negative impact on their academic success cannot be overlooked.
Test anxiety does not have a direct impact on academic
achievement, but it may manifest differently based on many factors,
including familial background, level of achievement, motivation, and
intellectual giftedness. Sources of support have been shown to play a
mediating role in the impact of test anxiety (Orpen, 1996).
Interventionists would do well to attend to the various expressions test
anxiety may take and to design intervention plans that fit each situation.

Measurement: When Is Anxiety More Than Just the Jitters?

A full review of the measures that are used to assess and identify
test anxiety is beyond the scope of this chapter. For those who are
interested, Anderson and Sauser (1995) provide a thorough review of
the literature and the measures that were available by the mid-1990s.
Although Anderson and Sauser recommend the Revised Test Anxiety
Scale as “state of the art, as of this writing” (p. 22), the Test Anxiety
Inventory (TAIL; Spielberger, 1980) appears to be the most widely used
instrument according to the test anxiety literature. One limitation of
the TAI is that it was designed for and normed on high school and
college students. The state-anxiety component of Spielberger and
associates’ (1973) State-Trait Anxiety Inventory for Children (STAIC)
offers one perspective on the younger student’s response to situational
anxiety. The Revised Children’s Manifest Anxiety Scale (RCMAS;
Reynolds & Richmond, 2000) also offers a window into the cognitive,
affective, and physiological experiences of children who experience
anxiety.

One of the drawbacks to all anxiety-specific test instruments is
their face validity. In other words, the questions on the inventories are
addressing exactly what you would expect. Sample items tend to be
worded like “I have difficulties concentrating on tests” or “I feel nervous
during major exams.” For the student who would like to fake problems
in order to garner accommodations (such as extended time on the SAT),
it would not be difficult to determine how to respond. Although some
would question whether an individual would label himself or herself as
“disabled” for the purpose of garnering accommodations, many students
feel pressured to get into the top colleges at any cost. Anecdotal data
concerning college admissions of students who took the SAT with
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accommodations for learning disabilities or attentional difficulties do
not suggest that the special accommodations indicator affects acceptance
if a student’s scores are in the appropriate acceptance range.

Under the Americans With Disabilities Act (ADA) and Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, individuals with disabilities are
protected from discrimination and are assured services. Test anxiety
meets the two criteria for a disability as outlined under ADA and Section
504 (Zuriff, 1997). First, it is diagnosable as a mental disorder under
DSM-IV. Second, inherent in the DSM-IV diagnostic criteria are
substantial limitations on the individual’s major life activities (e.g.,
situational avoidance, disruptions to normal and academic routines).
Zuriff argues that individuals with test anxiety are potentially limited
in any life endeavor that requires taking tests, such as for application,
credentialing, licensure, or training. Thus, at the secondary school and
college levels, individuals who experience test anxiety should be eligible
fo receive accommodations and modifications in their classes when
taking tests and quizzes. To my knowledge, no court cases have directly
challenged the diagnosis of test anxiety.

The Educational Testing Service (ETS) allows for testing
accommodations if the following criteria for the documentation of a
disability are present (see www.ets.org/disability/criteria.html):

1. Current documentation by a qualified professional

2. Comprehensive documentation, including evidence for early
impairment; evidence for current impairment; ruling out of
alternative diagnoses or explanations; provision of relevant
testing; identification of DSM-IV criteria; documentation
with a specific diagnosis; and inclusion of an interpretive

‘summary
3. A rationale for each accommodation recommended

The ETS has also indicated that individuals wishing
accommodations on standardized tests must also be receiving similar
accommodations in their present settings. In other words, students
receiving no modifications in their present educational setting cannot
suddenly need modifications for a specific standardized test.

It is important to rule out alternative diagnoses. Students affected
by learning disabilities, attentional problems, and depression often have
difficulties with the process of encoding information during studying,
giving them a tenuous grasp of the information before any evaluation
takes place. Students with attentional difficulties or depression often
experience difficulties concentrating and become internally or externally
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distracted during exams, for reasons that are not exam-specific.
Additionally, the student with depression is at particular risk for the
exacerbation of the negative self-concept feedback loop, or cycle, that
accompanies test anxiety. Too often learning disabilities, attentional
problems, depression, or anxiety go undetected or under-reported, and
therefore undertreated.

Interventions: How to Stop the Negative Feedback Loop

Many researchers have evaluated effective interventions for test
anxiety across a variety of age groups (Beidel & Turner, 1999;
Birenbaum & Nasser, 1994; Hobson & Thompson, 1996; Syncamore
& Corey, 1990; Thorne, 2000; Vagg & Papsdorf, 1995; Wilkinson,
1990). Most of these studies emphasize the worry component of the
Liebert and Morris (1967) model. Many studies point to the importance
of test-irrelevant thoughts, primarily self-directed negative thoughts,
as interfering with attention and resources during the test-taking process.
Accordingly, most interventions focus on increasing cognitive
restructuring. Nevertheless, most practical interventions focus on
improving the whole picture of an individual’s test-taking behaviors.

Although many researchers would agree that inadequate test
preparation does not sufficiently explain the low test scores of students
with test anxiety (Ball, 1995), at least some portion of students with
test anxiety show a pattern of poor test preparation that does not enhance
their academic performance in the face of test anxiety (Birenbaum &
Nasser, 1994). If test anxiety makes it difficult to retrieve information,
itis logical to focus at least some intervention on putting the information
firmly in place before the test anxiety tries to shake it loose. There are
many programs and books focusing on productive study habits, and
many colleges and universities offer free seminars and services to
students to help them learn how to prioritize, organize, and schedule so
that they learn best. Increasingly, high schools, middle schools, and
even elementary schools are beginning to help their students with
organizational and study skills. Planning and organizational skills are
particularly important if a student has shown tendencies toward
avoidance behaviors and self-defeating behaviors, such as
procrastination and not remembering or not completing assignments.

One of the better-known study skill methods is SQ3R. In this
method, students are asked first to Survey the material and Question
what they see. This first step moves learning from a passive process of
reading and decoding to an active process of information finding. The
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first R is to Read the material with the questions in mind. The second R
involves Reviewing the information gathered during the reading process
and answering the initial questions they posed to themselves. Students
are encouraged to divide the task of reading longer chapters into
manageable pieces. The third R is to Recite the information as a means
of further internalizing the material. I typically add a fourth R of
Rewriting small cues to economize the information.

Besides the benefits of developing a more thorough and accessible
grasp of the information to be recalled, adequate preparation also assists
with desensitization to the feared stimulus, namely tests. When possible,
using old exams and practice tests under simulated test conditions (e.g.,
taking a timed practice exam in a lecture hall where the test is to be
administered, under quiet conditions) would further desensitize the
student to the potential impact of test anxiety. Test preparation courses,
such as the Princeton Review, that incorporate multiple practice tests
given under simulated conditions help in the desensitization process
for nationally administered standardized tests. Desensitization has been
shown to help reduce test anxiety and improve grades (Gonzales, 1995).
Informally structured programs of desensitization are also effective,
according to Thorne (2000), who found that the use of extra credit

~ exercises (e.g., pop quizzes) helps reduce test anxiety.

As I have reiterated throughout this chapter, individuals who
experience test anxiety suffer most from the negative thoughts and self-
perceptions of low academic competence. These students
overemphasize the effect of test results on their self-worth, their
appearance to peers, and their possibilities for success. Derogatory
statements such as “If I can’t do well on this test, then I don’t deserve
to go to college,” “I am so stupid; how do people put up with me?” and
“This [test] is horrible” are just a sample of comments students with
test anxiety make on a routine basis. In the face of this pressure, it is no
wonder they are more distracted during tests, have fewer resources
from which to draw for confronting challenging tasks, and give up
earlier on tests than do individuals who are less test anxious.

Test-anxious students can learn several cognitive behavioral
techniques, such as challenging irrational beliefs or thought-stopping
combined with self-reinforcing statements, self-instruction, and coping
strategies when faced with the sensation of anxiety (Ellis & Grieger,
1977; Meichenbaum, 1972). Although the specifics of each technique
differ, the overall goals are similar. The primary goal of cognitive
behavioral interventions for anxiety is to help the students recognize
irrational or maladaptive thoughts and replace those thoughts with more
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realistic versions of the initial perception. For example, an irrational
thought such as “If I fail this exam, I might as well drop out of school”
would be “stopped” and replaced by “I would like to do well on this
exam, butif I don’t, I will learn from my mistakes and be better prepared
for the next exam,” or “I studied the best I know how. If I don’t do
well, that is a signal to get extra assistance.” Here, the student
reorganizes the unproductive worry—which too often is a distraction
during the test taking—into productive concern and establishes a plan
of action. Similarly, if the student encounters difficulties with a test, he
or she is encouraged to replace negative thoughts such as “Great! Now
I know I am going to fail!”” with “Hmm. I’m not sure of that answer, so
I’ll come back to it later.” Fletcher and Spielberger (1995) support the
notion that both rational emotive behavior therapy and cognitive therapy
reduce individuals’ ratings of test anxiety.

These individuals experience a positive impact on their self-esteem
to the degree that they decrease berating self-statements.

Even under the best of conditions, individuals with test anxiety
are likely to experience intermittent bouts of elevated physiological
arousal (e.g., butterflies in the stomach). Overt and covert desensitization
techniques can alleviate this arousal. Overt desensitization involves
experiencing the actual anxiety-provoking situation under controlled
situations, such as taking practice exams.

In covert desensitization the student visualizes the feared situation
and practices self-soothing techniques, such as deep breathing exercises
or progressive muscle relaxation, to counter the physiological effects
of the anxiety experience. To practice deep breathing exercises, an
individual can either sit up straight or lie down flat so that the chest and
abdomen are in a straight line. The individual then places one hand on
his or her chest and one hand on his or her abdomen. The focus is on
gentle, regular abdominal breathing; the hand on the chest should remain
relatively still while the hand on the abdomen rises and falls at a regular
rate. Gentle, regular abdominal breathing with a focus on slightly longer
exhalations than inhalations helps to decrease the autonomic arousal
that accompanies test anxiety. Biofeedback, which focuses on the
reduction of physiological arousal, has also been shown to help increase
students’ GPAs and to help reduce emotionality, especially when
combined with cognitive therapy (Vagg & Papsdorf, 1995).

The goal of early preparation, desensitization, relaxation
techniques, and other forms of covert and overt practice is not to
eliminate anxiety but to reduce it to a manageable level. Most individuals
who work in competitive or evaluative situations suggest that moderate
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amounts of anxiety actually facilitate good performance in academic
and athletic endeavors (Ball, 1995; Murphy, 1996; Yerkes & Dodson,
1908). Some degree of anxiety heightens our senses and awareness,
thereby heightening our performance. Therefore, one cognitive
restructuring technique is to come to view moderate amounts of anxiety
as healthy and helpful. Statements such as, “This anxiety lets me know
that I would like to do well and that I care about my studies,” or “A
little anxiety will help me focus and concentrate” help a student to
accept some anxiety as a natural part of wanting to rise to the occasion.

Too often individuals who experience test anxiety are not
adequately attending to their physiological needs. They reduce their
usual amount of sleep and exercise, and do not eat a balanced diet.
Compromising a healthy, balanced lifestyle is stressful in and of itself
and will only exacerbate an already difficult situation. Sleep allows the
mind to recharge and prepare for analysis and integration of more
information and strategies. Exercise releases endorphins, which enhance
mood, and gives us a well-needed break from hours of study.
Additionally, we are likely to continue to process information while
exercising. It is not uncommon for an individual to understand a
technique or to synthesize information only after he or she is able to
step away from the material. Finally, maintaining a balanced diet will
help to replenish those vitamins and minerals that stress depletes.

Although many of the previous examples of test-anxiety coping
techniques are geared toward older students, programs geared toward
children often contain similar components but are altered in presentation
to be more developmentally appropriate and enjoyable. For example,
the Testbusters program (Beidel & Turner, 1999) emphasizes the SQ3R
method and is geared toward fourth- through seventh-grade students.
The Rain or Shine approach developed by Hobson and Thompson
(1996) for elementary school students uses common art materials to
express and explore test anxiety. Students draw raindrops, which
represent irrational thoughts that come to them when they are taking
tests. Then they draw an umbrella, which represents alternative thoughts
that protect them from getting wet during the test. The mark of good
child intervention is the level to which the child can learn beneficial
skills in a way that is enjoyable. Many of the skills outlined earlier in
this chapter are readily adapted to children.
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Guiding Principles for Intervention: “No, Really, What
Specifically Should I Do?”

As this chapter describes, there are several techniques for and
many well-written texts on addressing test anxiety (e.g., Johnson, 1997).
Whatever techniques you introduce to students, keep in mind the
following general guidelines:

' 1. Identify the problem. Test anxiety typically comes to light
when there is a discrepancy between a student’s perceived
ability and his or her outcome on tests. Many factors can
contribute to an individual not performing to his or her
ability. Learning disabilities, attention deficit/hyperactivity
disorder, social difficulties, depression, and anxiety are just
a few of the elements that can affect performance. Referring
the student for a good evaluation, including cognitive,
academic, behavioral, and emotional components, is a
recommended first step for addressing any perceived
discrepancy between ability and performance.

2. Encourage more than adequate preparation. Despite some
degree of contradictory evidence in the literature, it is clear
that a test-anxious student benefits from having the best
possible grasp of the material before taking an exam. By
teaching students good study skills (e.g., outlining, SQ3R),
good study habits (e.g., clean work area, organized task and
materials, effective time management), and a willingness
to seek further assistance with difficult information, you
give them essential tools to succeed despite test anxiety. To
the extent that test anxiety knocks information loose or
causes difficulties in retrieving information, the individual
with test anxiety will need to have that much firmer a
foundation.

3. Use desensitization techniques. Similar to treatments for
other anxiety disorders, systematic desensitization and
graduated exposure help reduce situation-specific anxiety.
Pop quizzes, practice exams under timed conditions, and
pressured responses (e.g., a tutor, parent, teacher, or peer
intentionally second-guessing a correct response) are
examples of ways in which you can provide graduated
exposure to an anxiety-provoking situation.

4. Encourage relaxation. Because anxiety has physiological
correlates, recommend that test-anxious individuals engage-
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in visualization, progressive muscle relaxation, or other
relaxation techniques to gain greater regulation over the
physiological sensations accompanying anxiety. Even with
adequate preparation, the student with a history of test
anxiety is likely to experience the familiar physiological
sensations of a racing heart, cold hands, sweaty palms, and
tense muscles, triggering the test anxiety—negative self-
concept cycle. Also emphasize that some degree of anxiety
is normal and perhaps slightly helpful in a test situation to
help test-anxious students to relax.

5. Use the system. There is more than one way to take exams
and standardized tests (including the SAT). For students with
documented test anxiety or performance anxiety, consider
accommodations such as untimed or extended time formats,
small-group administration, oral administration, or bulleted
essays to help them give a more accurate indication of their
knowledge. Decide on accommodations based on a thorough
evaluation of an individual’s difficulty and techniques that
have proved beneficial in the past.

Summary

Though many feel that the use of tests is overstressed in our society,
the truth is that tests are inherent in evolution. Darwin’s theory of
survival of the fittest describes species as evolving from a test of which
strain has the most adaptive survival mechanisms to perpetuate a given
gene pool. Humans evolved into a separate species based on tool usage,
intellect, cunning, and the perpetuation of knowledge. It is only fitting
that one of the tests of our species is to determine which individuals
have the intellectual and emotional capacity, as well as the behavioral
discipline, to succeed.

This chapter outlines the concept of test anxiety and its impact on
performance, manners in which to diagnose and provide
accommodations for the disability, and many means by which to reduce
the impact of test anxiety. Overall, it bears repeating that although the
concept of test anxiety is relatively simple, understanding how it affects
a given individual is complex and dependent on many factors. Despite
its complexity, test anxiety is an important consideration as long as we
continue to value performance evaluations as determinants for access
to education, resources, and other opportunities (such as employment
and licensure). It is therefore incumbent on educational and evaluative
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institutions to teach individuals effective methods to address their
anxiety and to assist them in developing independent means to overcome
its effects.
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Chapter 19
Assessments for Children Ages 3

to 8 Years

Age-Appropriate Systems
\ Marcy Priess Guddemi

For several decades there has been a loud outcry from the early
childhood education community that assessment, especially
standardized assessment, is inappropriate during the early years. Position
statements on assessment state that standardized assessments are not
recommended before grade three and would be best delayed until grade
four (see, e.g., NAEYC, 1987; NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 1995; Shepard,
Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998).

Those who work directly with children also have strong concerns
about assessment in the early years. Classroom teachers report that
children at the end of kindergarten cry when they are unable to answer -
unfamiliar multiple-choice questions that require pencils and bubble
sheets or advanced reading skills. Parents report that even children ages
five to eight years develop stress-related symptoms such as
stomachaches, headaches, and anxiety during these testing periods.
Results of some of these assessments give little helpful information to
classroom teachers or to parents. In fact the assessments force the
curriculum to become more structured and workbook oriented. Parents
and educators worry, and research confirms, that children who are
labeled early retain that label throughout their entire school experience
(NAEYC, 1987).

As we move through the first decade of the twenty-first century,
there is a new public outcry for standards and accountability—even for
preschool programs (Bowman, Donovan, & Burns, 2000). Therefore,
it is critical to understand that both informal and formal assessments,
when developmentally appropriate in design and purpose, are a good
thing in the early years. This chapter examines ongoing perspectives
from various national organizations on the essential role of assessment
during the early years and defines an appropriate assessment system
for this age group.
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Early Childhood Assessment

Assessment during early childhood' is different from assessment
of older children and adults for several reasons. Most importantly, young
children learn differently. Young children learn or construct knowledge
in experiential, interactive, concrete, and hands-on ways (Bredekamp
& Rosegrant, 1992, 1995). They do not learn through paper-and-pencil
activities alone nor have they developed abstract reasoning. Young
children must touch and manipulate objects, build and create in many
media, listen to and act out stories and everyday roles, talk and sing,
and move and play in many ways and in many environments. Therefore,
young children need to express learning in ways other than traditional
paper-and-pencil assessments.

Assessment is also difficult during these early years because a
child’s development is rapid, uneven, episodic, and highly influenced

by the environment (Shepard, Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998). Each child has
his or her own rate of development. A child goes through rapid growth
spurts and apparent resting periods of development during the early
years. Children develop in four domains physical, cognitive, social,
and emotional and not at the same speed or pace in each. No two children
- are the same. Likewise, no two children have the same familial, cultural,
and experiential background. A one-size-fits-all assessment will not
meet the needs of most children (Shepard, Kagan, &Wurtz, 1998).
Assessment is difficult during the early years because it takes
time to do it properly. Early childhood assessments should be
administered primarily one-on-one between a child and the child’s
teacher or parent (Meisels, 1989). The assessment should also be
administered in short segments over a few days or even weeks because
a young child’s attention span is often very short. Although early
childhood educators demand developmentally appropriate assessments
for their children, they often complain about how much time it takes to
administer the assessments and how much instructional time is lost in
the classroom. When quality assessments mirror quality instruction,
however, assessment and teaching become almost seamless,
complementing and informing each other (Neuman, Copple, &
Bredekamp, 2000).

NAEYC Position Statement on Early Childhood Assessment

The 1987 National Association for the Education of Yourig
Children (NAEYC) position statement on assessment expresses the
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views of tens of thousands of early childhood professionals. The
NAEYC led the movement to keep standardized assessments and many
other types of assessments out of kindergarten and the primary grades
across the country. Upon current review, the points in the statement are
still valid. The NAEYC stresses the importance of quality instruments
and that not all assessments are bad. Quality assessments meet the
guidelines for reliability and validity as established by the Standards
for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA, APA, & NCME,
1999). As previously discussed, quality assessments are appropriate
for the child’s age and stage of development. They rely heavily on
demonstration or expression of skills and knowledge—not on paper-
and-pencil performance. They should also be individually administered
to gain the most accurate and useful information for the teacher.

The NAEYC statement also emphasizes that administrators have
an important role to play in using the information generated by
assessments. Administrators must be aware of and sensitive to an
individual child’s uneven rates of development when interpreting
information from assessments. Decisions about a child’s placement or
special resources should never be based on a single test score. The
appropriate use of early assessment information is to guide instruction
and to determine what a child is ready for next in terms of knowledge
and skills. ‘

The NAEYC updated and further refined its position in several
subsequent documents. The “Guidelines for Appropriate Curriculum
Content and Assessment in Programs Serving Children Ages 3 Through
8” (NAEYC & NAECS/SDE, 1995) and Reaching Potentials, Volumes
I and 2 (Bredekamp & Rosegrant, 1992, 1995) provide specific
guidelines and recommendations on content and curriculum goals,
standards, and systematic, ongoing assessment using various assessment
tools.

National Education Goals Panel on Early Childhood Assessment

The National Education Goals Panel, a government-appointed
committee and extension of the Goals 2000 education movement,
published national guidelines for early childhood assessment (Shepard,
Kagan, & Wurtz, 1998). NEGP states that assessment should

bring about benefits for children;
be tailored to a specific purpose;
be reliable, valid, and fair;
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bring about and reflect policies that acknowledge that as the
age of child increases, reliability and validity of the
assessment increases;

be age-appropriate in both content and methodology;

be linguistically appropriate because all assessments measure
language; and

value parents as an important source of assessment
information.

In addition, the panel clearly states that assessments should be
used for a specific purpose and that the same assessment more than
likely cannot serve two purposes. The purposes of assessments are to
support learning, to identify special needs, to evaluate a program, to
monitor trends, or for high-stakes accountability. The panel recommends
that assessment for accountability purposes not be administered until

-grade three or preferably grade four.

IRA/NAEYC Position Statement on Reading and Writing

NAEYC and the International Reading Association (IRA)
developed an important position statement in response to the nation’s
growing interest in and commitment to literacy. Because these two
organizations have at times been at odds over what is appropriate for
early childhood education, this document is especially powerful as an
expression of their agreement on appropriate practices for learning to
read and write. The document provides valuable information about how
children develop literacy skills and clarifies for both the early childhood
community and the reading community that developmentally
appropriate means challenging yet achievable goals and that the
foundation of reading consists of basic skills that can (and should) be
taught. Furthermore, it emphasizes that quality, ongoing diagnostic
assessment is essential in determining how to help young children
become good readers. “Good assessment is essential to help teachers
tailor appropriate instruction to young children and to know when and

how much instruction on any particular skill or strategy might be
needed” (IRA & NAEYC, 1998, p. 8).

National Research Council

The National Research Council (NRC) is another group that was
organized to study literacy but has also provided valuable insight to
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appropriate assessment for young children. The council was convened
by the National Academy of Sciences to study the issue of literacy
development in this country. After their extensive and exhaustive review
of literacy and reading research, NRC published a sweeping report,
Preventing Reading Difficulties in Young Children (Burns, Griffin, &
Snow, 1998), which set forth guidelines and recommendations not only
for literacy development but also for assessment of young children.
The document states that it is absolutely essential for teachers to know
how to use “ongoing in-class assessments” and how to interpret “norm-
referenced and individually referenced assessment outcomes, including
both formal and informal in-class assessments and progress-monitoring
measures used by specialists” (p. 330).

According to the NRC, quality assessment should be child-friendly
and include developmentally appropriate activities. The highest quality
assessments actually mirror quality instruction and are based on
benchmarks and standards of achievement. In addition, they should be
individually and orally administered so that they provide immediate
diagnostic information to the teacher. Quality assessments actually
benefit the classroom teacher by providing reliable information about
each child’s initial and ongoing literacy level. Quality assessments
provide detailed diagnostic information that will guide planning for
instruction and monitoring of individual student progress over time.

A Quality Early Childhood Assessment System

Most organizations and educators agree that assessment for young
children should involve several quality assessment tools. When used
together, these tools create an assessment system to provide information
to teachers, parents, and administrators. The following examples of
quality early childhood assessment tools could be part of a quality
assessment system for young children.

Observations and checklists. A well-defined checklist used by a
teacher who has had observation training is critical for a quality
assessment system. Observations of child behaviors and skills provide
the teacher with a powerful measure of a child’s abilities. For example,
a child telling a teacher, during an informal conversation, what happened
the night before at home, with eyes wide open, a big smile, and rich
expressive language provides a truer and deeper measure of oral
language skills than does placing the child in a contrived situation to
retell a story that may or may not make sense to the child or contain
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familiar items and settings.

Anecdotal records. Collecting short, factual, narrative descriptions of
child behaviors and skills over time is another powerful assessment
tool. This type of assessment records what the child can do. Anecdotal
records should be as objective as possible and only a few sentences
long, for example, “Gina chose the library center today. She pretended
to read Peter Rabbit to two dolls and Jessica. She turned each page and
recited with expression the memorized words on each page. She showed
the picture at each page turn.”

Running records. This type of assessment is similar to an anecdotal
record but much longer. An observer objectively writes in narrative
format everything the child does and says for a specific time period
(e.g., 30 minutes). Running records are especially helpful in analyzing
social skill development or behavioral concerns. Running records can
also be narrowly focused, such as a reading running record to determine
and document accuracy and miscue strategies of a child reading a
specific passage.

- Portfolios. A flexible and adaptable collection over time of various
~ concrete work samples showing many dimensions of the child’s learning

comprises a portfolio. This type of assessment tool is particularly suited
for use in the primary grades, when children are developing knowledge
and skills in several subject areas and at different rates. This type of
assessment also focuses on the child’s strengths—what he or she can
do.

Home inventories. Valuable information can be collected from surveys
or a set of short, open-ended response items completed by the adult at
the child’s home.

Developmental screenings. A screening is a short set of age- and
content-appropriate performance items (15-20 minute administration)
that are based on a developmental continuum and linked to typical ages
of development. This type of assessment is helpful in identifying major
developmental delays. Screenings should not screen out children as
“not ready,” but rather should be a guide for instruction that reflects
where the child is ready to begin learning.

Diagnostic assessments. The purpose of a diagnostic assessment is to
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identify a wide range of particular strengths and weaknesses and to
suggest specific remediations. At one time a diagnostic assessment was
defined as an assessment to be given after a developmental screening
identified a special need. A broader definition now includes a type of
informal assessment used by classroom teachers to guide and inform
instruction. Diagnostic assessments are considered low stakes and
should never be used for accountability.

Standardized assessments. Standardized assessments provide
normative and scalable data that can be aggregated and reported to
administrators and policymakers. These are direct measures of children’s
performance, administered under stringent protocols. Typically,
standardized assessments are paper-and-pencil in orientation and
designed to capture the child’s response without administrator
subjectivity. Quality standardized tests follow the guidelines of the
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (AERA et al.,
1999). For young children, they should also be authentic in content
and should mirror classroom instruction. They should be inviting in
their use of color and graphics and should also use manipulatives.
Screenings and diagnostic assessments may also be standardized in the
way the assessment is given. Standardized assessments are used to
monitor trends and for program evaluation, and they are usually
considered high stakes. Because the younger the child, the less accurate,
valid, and reliable the measure, formal standardized assessments should
not be used as the sole source of information on which to make high-
stakes decisions before grade three, and preferably not until grade four.

Conclusion

Educators of young children should not fear a carefully chosen,
quality assessment system. These informal and formal assessments are
essential to a sound early childhood program. Quality assessments give
teachers valuable information about the child’s developing skills and
knowledge. They lead teachers to select quality early childhood activities
and instruction. Finally, quality assessments help teachers help the
children so that no child will be left behind.

Note

1. Early childhood is actually defined as birth through age eight NAEYC, 1987).
This age range is often broken into three groups for discussion: infants and toddlers
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(birth through age two), preschoolers (ages three through five), and primary children
(ages six through eight). This chapter will not address any of the special needs of

infants and toddlers.
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Chapter 20
Issues in College Admissions
Testing

Julie P. Noble & Wayne J. Camara

College admissions tests provide a standardized and objective
measure of student achievement and generalized skills. Unlike high
school grades or rank, admissions tests are a common measure for
comparing students who have attended different high schools,
completed different courses, received different grades in courses taught
by different teachers, and had access to different opportunities and
experiences both in and out of school. For the past 20 years, however,
high school grades and rank have consistently been the most important
factors used for making college admissions decisions, according to
admissions officers. In comparison, both private and public institutions
consistently rank admissions test scores as the second most important
factor in admissions decisions (Breland, Maxey, Gernand, Cumming,
& Trapani, 2002). .

In 1999, 82 percent of all four-year colleges and institutions
required an admissions test, and more than 91 percent of non-open
institutions required one (College Board, 2001). These numbers have
remained consistent over the past decade, irrespective of claims that
more institutions are moving away from admissions tests. More than
half of two-year institutions also require, recommend, or accept
admissions test scores.

Factors in College Admissions Decisions

Many different factors are considered in college admissions
decisions. Table 1 contains a comprehensive list of the different factors
used in college admissions; many fall outside the arena of admissions
testing. High school grades, high school coursework, and high school
rank are probably the best known college admissions measures. Letters
of recommendation, personal statements by the applicant,
extracurricular activities, and community involvement are often
considered as well. Developers of admissions tests encourage
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Table 1. Factors in College Admissions Decisions
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Characteristics of the ACT Assessment, SAT I, and SAT 11

This section provides a general overview of the three
undergraduate admissions tests. This information was taken from the
websites for these testing programs. For further details, visit their
websites at www.act.org/aap and www.collegeboard.com.

The ACT Assessment, SAT I, and SAT II provide information
about students’ relative strengths and weaknesses, and provide
normative information regarding test performance by college-bound
students nationally. The interpretation of the scores is not dependent
on the schools students attend or the teachers who teach the students.
These tests are intended to be one of multiple measures used to identify
students’ preparedness for college-level work, to augment high school
grades and rank information, to award scholarships, or to place students
into college courses. They also collect comprehensive information about
students’ background, educational experiences, and educational plans
after high school.

Multiple forms of the SAT I and II and the ACT Assessment are
administered each year to college-bound students. To ensure that scores
across test forms are equivalent, the forms are equated. This process
converts raw scores (number correct for the ACT Assessment and raw -
scores adjusted for guessing for the SAT I and SAT II) on each test
form to scale scores, while adjusting for minor differences in difficulty
among forms. As a result, for example, a composite score of 20 on the
ACT Assessment means the same level of achievement for all students
with that score, regardless of the test form students complete. Equating
permits test users to compare students’ test scores even when students
complete different forms of the test within the same year or in different
years.

The ACT Assessment

The ACT Assessment includes a battery of achievement tests
designed to assess students’ critical reasoning and higher-order thinking
skills in four core subject areas: English, mathematics, reading, and
science. The content of the ACT Assessment is based on the skills and
knowledge that are taught in high school college-preparatory programs
nationwide and that are necessary for success in the first year of college
(ACT, 2000b). The content of the ACT Assessment is determined
through national curriculum surveys, panels of prominent national
specialists in subject matter and curriculum, and reviews of current
state standards, curriculum frameworks, and commonly used textbooks.
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ACT follows a multistage developmental and review process designed
to ensure sensitivity and fairness of ACT test materials for all examinees,
regardless of group (ACT, 2000a).

The ACT Assessment yields four subject area scores, a composite
score, and seven subscores:

English (two subscores; 75 items; 45 minutes)
Usage/Mechanics
Rhetorical Skills

Mathematics (three subscores; 60 items; 60 minutes)
Pre-algebra and Elementary Algebra
Intermediate Algebra and Coordinate Geometry
Plane Geometry and Trigonometry

Reading (two subscores; 40 items; 35 minutes)
Arts and Literature
Social Studies and Natural Sciences

Science Reasoning (40 items; 35 minutes)

The composite score is the arithmetic average of the four subject
area scores, rounded to the nearest whole number. Scale scores range
_ from 1 (low) to 36 (high) for each of the four tests and for the composite.
The subscale scores range from 1 (low) to 18 (high). Beginning in fall
2004, the ACT Assessment will include an optional writing component.
Postsecondary institutions will each decide whether to recommend that
prospective students take the ACT Assessment or the ACT Assessment
Plus Writing.

SAT I: Reasoning Tests

The SAT I: Reasoning Tests were designed to measure students’
academic ability in the areas of verbal and numerical reasoning, both
of which are needed to do college-level work. Test developers write
the questions for the SAT, sometimes incorporating questions submitted
by high school and college teachers from around the country. A test
committee made up of high school and college faculty and
administrators reviews each test before it is administered.

The test is divided into seven separately timed sections:
Verbal (three sections; 78 items; 75 minutes)
Analogies
Sentence Completion
Critical Reading

Issues in College Admissions 3 A
nis 30 6



287

Mathematics (three sections; 60 items; 75 minutes):
Arithmetic
Algebra
Geometry
Variable (one section; 30 minutes. This section does not count
toward students’ scores; it is used to test new questions
and make sure scores are comparable.)

The SAT I tests are reported on a scale of 200 (low) to 800 (high).
A student’s Verbal and Mathematics scale scores are computed by first
establishing a raw score, corrected for guessing. Raw scores are
converted to scores on the 200-to-800 scale. These are the scores that
appear on students’ score reports. Students who do not answer any
questions on a test automatically receive a score of 200.

The SAT I will be substantially revised in 2005. The Verbal section
will be renamed Critical Reading and will be shortened to 70 minutes;
the-Analogies subsection will be replaced with additional passage-based
reading items. The Mathematics section will include additional items
from advanced math courses such as Algebra II and will also be
shortened to 70 minutes. (Math and Critical Reading sections will each
have two 25-minute sections and one 20-minute section.) Essay and
multiple-choice subsections will comprise a new Writing section, which
will be approximately 50 minutes in length and result in a third score
on the 200-to-800 scale. The Variable section will be retained but
possibly shortened to result in a total testing time of about 3.5 hours.

SAT II: Subject Tests

The SAT II: Subject Tests are intended to measure students’
knowledge and skills in particular subjects and their ability to apply
that knowledge. Originally called Achievement Tests, the initial tests
were primarily developed to aid in course placement. Over the years
highly selective institutions have also used them as a supplement to the
SAT I and ACT Assessment for making admissions decisions. Students
use them to demonstrate their special preparation for various college
programs of study. '

There are 22 subject tests in Mathematics, Science (e.g.,
Chemistry, Biology), Social Sciences, Literature, and Foreign
Languages. The content of most tests reflects general trends in high
school curriculum. In some instances foreign language tests such as
Hebrew, Chinese, or Korean have been developed, even though few
high schools offer courses in these languages. In these instances, the
SAT II tests are designed to reflect the curriculum of special academic
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courses that are offered in specialized schools or programs.

All SAT II tests are one-hour, multiple-choice tests, except the
Writing test, which has 40 minutes of multiple-choice questions and a
20-minute writing sample section. SAT II scores are corrected for
guessing and are reported on the same score scale as the SAT I (200—
800). Subscores are provided for listening, usage, and reading sections
of some language tests. These subscores are reported on a 20-to-80
scale. The 20-minute writing sample for the SAT II: Writing Test is
scored on a 1-to-6 scale; the multiple-choice subscore is reported on
the 20-to-80 scale.

ACT Assessment/SAT I Concordance

Most postsecondary institutions accept either ACT or SAT I'scores
for college admission. Both sets of scores are also used for college
scholarships, including determining scholarship eligibility for student
athletes planning to enter college. To provide equitable decisions
regardless of whether students take the ACT or the SAT I, a concordance
is needed to identify comparable scores on the two tests. ACT, Inc., the
Educational Testing Service (ETS), and the College Board, in
collaboration with the Associated Chief Admissions Officers of Public
Universities, developed the most recent concordance tables between
the ACT and the SAT I tests (Dorans, Lyu, Pommerich, & Houston,
1997). The overall correlation between the sum of the SAT I Verbal
and Mathematics tests and the ACT composite score is .92. The
concordance tables are based on the ACT Assessment and SAT I scores
of students who took both tests between October 1994 and December
1996. These tables include concordances between SAT I Verbal and
Mathematics and ACT composite, as well as between SAT I Verbal and
Mathematics and ACT Sum (the sum of the scale scores on the four
ACT subject area tests). Copies of the concordance tables may be
obtained by contacting ACT, Inc., or the College Board. The SAT I
Verbal and Mathematics and ACT composite concordance table may
also be downloaded from the College Board website:
www.collegeboard.com/sat/cbsenior/html/statQ0f.html.

Influences on Admissions Test Scores
SAT I, SAT II, and ACT Assessment scores provide

straightforward, easily interpreted information about students’ readiness
to undertake college coursework. In conjunction with other
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achievement-related and noncognitive information, they are intended
to predict students’ likely success in college. The SAT II and ACT
Assessment tests, being achievement-based tests, are also intended to
measure the skills and knowledge students have learned in high school
that are necessary for success in college. They are often used to aid in
college placement decisions and to predict students’ likely success in
specific college courses.

Scores and High School Coursework

Students’ performance on the ACT Assessment and SAT II depends
to a large extent on the courses they take and how well they master
their high school coursework (as measured by the grades they earn in
these courses). ACT research has shown that students who take college
preparatory core courses in high school (four years of English and three
years each of mathematics, social studies, and natural sciences) score,
on.average, about 2.5 scale score units higher than those who do not
take core coursework (ACT, 2001). Moreover, students who take upper
level mathematics or science courses in high school typically earn higher
ACT scores than do students who do not take these courses, regardless
of the high school they attend; how they spend their time; their
perceptions of self, home, and school; or their family backgrounds
(Noble, Davenport, Schiel, & Pommerich, 1999b).

Morgan (1989) found that, on average, students who take more
mathematics, natural science, and foreign language courses earn higher
SAT I scores. Upper level mathematics, natural science, and foreign
language coursework had the strongest relationships with SAT I scores.
SAT II results paralleled those for the SAT I: The level of coursework
in mathematics, chemistry, biology, French, and Spanish was more
closely related to their corresponding subject area test scores than was
English coursework.

Differential Performance by Population Subgroups

Average differences in achievement are well documented among
racial, ethnic, and gender groups on all kinds of measures of academic
achievement and aptitude (e.g., ACT Assessment scores, NAEP scores,
SAT scores, Stanford Achievement Test scores, performance
assessments). On average, African American, Native American,
Mexican American, and Hispanic students attain lower ACT and SAT
scores than do Caucasian American students, with differences ranging
from about .4 standard deviation units to .9 standard deviation units.
Such differences on admissions tests reflect similar differences in other
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predictors (e.g., high school grades and rank, completion of honors
courses) and college performance (freshman GPA, cumulative GPA,
college graduation; Camara & Schmidt, 1999). ACT Assessment score
differences between gender groups are very small: average ACT
composite scores of males and females differ by only 0.04 standard
deviation units (ACT, 2001). Gender differences on the SAT I Verbal
and Mathematics tests are somewhat larger, with differences of .06
standard deviation units for SAT I Verbal, favoring females, and .31
standard deviation units for SAT I Mathematics, favoring males (College
Board, 2001).

Students’ high school coursework and grades, education-related
factors (e.g., needing help with reading or mathematics, enrollment in
a college preparatory curriculum), activities and behaviors, perceptions
of self and others, family background, high school attended, and race,
ethnicity, and gender explain only 1 to 2 percent of the variance in
ACT performance (Noble, Davenport, Schiel, & Pommerich, 1999a).
Similar results were found for the SAT I (Everson & Millsap, 2001).

Predicting Freshman GPA
ACT and SAT scores and high school grades and rank used jointly

.for making college admissions decisions yield more accurate decisions

than any used alone. Bridgeman, McCamley-Jenkins, and Ervin (2000)
showed an adjusted correlation of .52 between SAT I and freshman
grade point average (FGPA), and an increase in the adjusted multiple
correlation of .09 from SAT I over using high school GPA alone. In a
study of admissions decisions at eight traditional to highly selective
institutions, ACT scores alone or high school GPA alone accurately
predicted academic success for about three-fourths of the students.
(Academic success was defined as completing the first year of college
with a C or higher average grade.) By using ACT scores and high school
GPA jointly, institutions could accurately predict academic success for
about 80 percent of the students (ACT, 1997).

Results from a recent study (Noble & Sawyer, 2002) indicate that
ACT composite scores provide differentiation across a broader range
of achievement in college than do high school grades. High school
GPA was found to be slightly more accurate than the ACT composite
score for predicting moderate levels of academic performance in college
(e.g., 2.50 or 3.00), but the ACT composite score was more accurate
than high school GPA for predicting superior levels of academic
performance (e.g., 3.50 or 3.75). Similarly, SAT I correlations are higher
when predicting performance in more selective colleges and among
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higher performing students (Ramist, Lewis, & McCamley-Jenkins,
1993).

Research has demonstrated that admissions tests are useful also
in predicting college success. In fact, a meta-analysis of thousands of
validation studies has shown that the adjusted correlation between SAT
I and FGPA is nearly as high as that between high school GPA and
FGPA (Hezlett et al., 2001). Studies have also demonstrated that
admissions tests and high school GPA are the best available predictors
of college persistence and graduation, although the correlations are
lower than those with GPA because many factors unrelated to academic
achievement affect these outcomes. Among African American, Hispanic,
and Caucasian American students with the same ACT composite score,
SAT I score, or high school GPA, African American and Hispanic
students achieve lower FGPAs than do Caucasian American students
(Noble, in press; Bridgeman et al., 2000). In other words, ACT scores,
SAT scores, and high school GPAs overpredict FGPAs of African
American and Hispanic students. Moreover, high school GPAs are more
likely than ACT scores to overpredict FGPA. The degree of
overprediction varies, however, depending on gender. Bridgeman et
al. (2000) found that FGPAs of women were slightly underpredicted
by SAT I Verbal and Mathematics scores. Sawyer (1985) found a similar
result for ACT composite scores. For African American and Hispanic
males, SAT scores overpredict FGPA, and for females from these groups,
high school grades overpredict FGPA.

ACT composite score, SAT I Verbal and Mathematics score, and
high school GPA are somewhat more accurate in predicting FGPAs for
African American students than for Caucasian American students
(Noble, in press; Bridgeman et al., 2000). In contrast, all three are
slightly less accurate for Hispanics than for Caucasian Americans. SAT
I'scores are more accurate in predicting females’ performance in college
(Bridgeman et al., 2000; Noble, Crouse, & Schulz, 1996; Sawyer, 1985).

Testing Accommodations for Students with Disabilities

By law, testing companies must provide reasonable
accommodations for students with qualifying disabilities, unless the
accommodation will alter the intended purposes of the test or result in
an undue burden. Moreover, the accommodation must be a reasonable
one, but might not always be the preferred accommodation. Individual
disabilities are not reported with the scores (Noble, Camara, & Fremer,
2002). Effective in fall 2003, ACT Assessment and SAT I and II score.
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reports of those students testing under extended time conditions will
no longer be flagged as testing under nonstandard conditions.

Admissions testing programs provide procedures for counselors
and individuals with disabilities to follow in order to obtain
accommodations. Counselors and students should refer to the ACT
(www.act.org/aap/disab) and ETS (www.ets.org/disability/index.html)
websites for detailed information about requesting testing
accommodations.

Test Preparation

Nearly a dozen studies have been completed examining the effects
of coaching on admissions tests. Results from these studies have been
remarkably consistent and demonstrate that commercial coaching
courses, on average, produce total gains of 21 to 34 points on a 400
1600 combined Verbal and Mathematics scale for the SAT I. Gains are
typically larger for Mathematics than for Verbal sections, and coaching
does not appear to benefit any particular group more than other students.
Briggs (2001) examined the effects of a range of test preparation
activities and found extremely small effects attributable to test
preparation. He reports gains of 8 and 14 points on the SAT I Verbal
and Mathematics tests, respectively, as a result of formal coaching
courses, and gains of 2 to 3 points for each test as a result of software
and school courses. Formal coaching courses produced gains of no
more than .4 and .6 points for the ACT Mathematics and English tests,
and actually resulted in lower scores on the ACT Reading test.

Retesting

About 50 percent of students who take the SAT I take the test
more than once. About 11 percent of these students test more than twice.
Much of the score gain often viewed as resulting from test preparation
actually reflects a student’s academic development, maturation, and
ease and familiarity with taking a high-stakes test like the ACT
Assessment or SAT 1. For example, most juniors who retake the SAT I
as seniors increase their scores; the average gain is 12 to 13 points on
Verbal and Mathematics scales. Juniors who score high on their initial
test are less likely to increase their scores as much as lower scoring
students do when they retake the test.

About 36 percent of students who took the ACT Assessment in
2000-2001 took the test more than once. The average gain from first to
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second testing was about one composite score point. However, average
score gains decreased over multiple testings (ACT, 1997).

Current Concerns and Future Directions

There has always been some controversy associated with
admissions tests. Group differences in performance on admissions tests
are often seen as evidence of bias. Differential access to test preparation
or rigorous high school courses is viewed as giving some students unfair
advantages. These concerns, however, extend to all factors used to make
educational decisions, such as the rigor of courses completed, high
school GPA, college grades, and extracurricular activities.

There has been increased concern that college entrance
requirements are not adequately aligned with high school curriculum
standards and state assessments. Some proponents of standards-based
reforms have advocated using the same assessments used for K—12
accountability purposes as admissions tests for higher education. These
proposals have generally not considered many of the psychometric and
operational difficulties associated with such dual use of these
assessments. The ACT Assessment is aligned with most high school
content standards, as well as with the skills and knowledge required
for success in college coursework. The SAT 11 is related to most high
school content standards, and the SAT I is aligned to core skills required
for success in college. Although some policymakers continue to
advocate increased use of state assessments for college admissions (e.g.,
Gose & Selingo, 2001; Hebel, 2001), little research has been conducted
to examine the efficacy of using such tests for multiple purposes. Several
state university systems have implemented policies that guarantee
admission to students who attain some rank (e.g., top 4 percent, 10
percent, 20 percent) in their high school class, irrespective of differences
in academic achievement across high schools. There also appears to be
increased interest in examining additional factors such as motivation,
leadership, and ability to benefit that may be useful in predicting college
completion and success (e.g., Gose & Selingo, 2001; Selingo, 2001)

Finally, ACT, Inc., and the College Board have continued to
conduct research on computer-based testing (CBT). Graduate
admissions tests and many licensing tests have already made the
transition to CBT platforms for test administration and scoring. The
difficulties associated with making this transition with ACT and SAT
tests are much greater, given that about 4.5 million admissions tests are
administered each year and that students prefer to take these tests in
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high school where differential access and capabilities to monitor testing
exist. Yet it is likely that at some time in the future, both the ACT and
SAT may change to new delivery platforms if schools continue to
increase their technological capabilities.
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Chapter 21
Assessment and College Course

Placement

Matching Students with Appropriate

Instruction
Julie P. Noble, Jeff L. Schiel & Richard L. Sawyer

College course placement systems match students with instruction
that is appropriate to their academic preparation and other
characteristics. For example, students whose scores on a mathematics
placement test suggest that their academic skills are not sufficiently
developed for them to succeed in a standard freshman mathematics
course (e.g., college algebra) might be advised or required to enroll in
a lower level mathematics course (e.g., elementary algebra).

At a minimum, course placement involves assessing students’
academic skills and providing them with instruction that is appropriate
to their skills. Student advising is also an important factor in the course
placement process because students’ academic success can be
considerably affected by their nonacademic characteristics. For
example, consider a student who cares for a child, works 40 hours per
week, and is taking courses for a particular occupational goal. Another
student who has the same placement test scores but has no dependents,
is supported by her or his parents, and has no particular occupational
goals may be advised to take different courses. College advisers are in
the best position to observe these noncognitive characteristics, to
interpret them, and to give appropriate advice to students.

Types of Course Placement

Course placement systems in different institutions vary in
structure, in the assessments that are used, and in the assignment of
course credit. Counselors should encourage students to visit the
websites of institutions of interest to obtain detailed information about
specific course placement procedures and policies.

Upon entry to college, students might encounter different types
of course placement: remedial course placement; advanced, honors or
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accelerated course placement; credit by examination; or English as a
second language (ESL) placement. Remedial course placement is
perhaps the most common type and affects a relatively large number of
entering college students. It is also the focus of much political debate.
As such, remedial course placement is the primary focus of this chapter.
After brief discussion of the other three types of placement, we discuss
the characteristics of remedial course placement systems, currently
debated issues concerning remedial instruction, the types of measures
used, and technical issues.

Remedial Course Placement

Identifying and providing appropriate instruction for students who
are not academically prepared to take traditional first-year courses in
college are particularly important today. Policymakers, the press, and
the general public usually label college courses provided to academically
underprepared students as remedial. In contrast, educators refer to them
as developmental, particularly when the courses are based on
developmental theory. Following common practice, we use the term
remedial in this chapter. Of course, what constitutes remedial, standard,
and advanced varies from institution to institution.

According to a survey by the American Association of Community
Colleges (AACC; Shults, 2000), two-year colleges typically offer four
or more levels of remedial mathematics, two levels of remedial reading,
two levels of remedial writing, and one level of remedial science. About
95 percent of two-year institutions offer remedial mathematics, reading,
and writing. Less than 50 percent of two-year institutions offer remedial
science.

Although most institutions and states do not allow students to
obtain degree credit for remedial coursework (McCabe, 2000; Shults,
2000), most two- and four-year colleges allow students to take college-
level courses concurrently with remedial coursework (NCES, 1996;
Shults, 2000). Policies related to taking degree or certificate courses
concurrently with remedial coursework vary from institution to
institution, so college-bound students need to obtain pertinent
information from their preferred institutions (NCES, 1996).

There is little information available about institutional policies
related to students’ taking remedial and standard-level coursework in
the same subject area at the same time. Anecdotal evidence indicates
that this practice typically does not occur with English and mathematics
courses; however, students are frequently allowed to take remedial
reading courses while taking reading-intensive courses such as history,
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psychology, and other humanities courses.

Advanced, Accelerated, or Honors Course Placement

Successful Advanced Placement (AP) Examination scores in high
school (typically scores of 4 or 5) usually permit students to obtain
college course credit in tested subject areas, or to achieve advanced
course placement in those subject areas in college (College Board,
2001a; College Entrance Examination Board, 1980). Advanced college
courses typically parallel standard-level college courses in subject matter
but present these subjects at a higher level. Institutions vary in their
use of AP scores for course placement.

Credit by Examination :

College-Level Examination Program (CLEP) tests and the
Excelsior College Examinations (formerly Regents College
Examinations) are used to award college credit for prior learning, as
well as for advanced course placement (College Board, 2001b; Excelsior
College, 2001). More than 2,900 colleges and universities award credit
for satisfactory CLEP scores. See the CLEP website
(www.collegeboard.com/clep) or the Excelsior College Examinations
website (www.excelsior.edu/exams/xms_indx.htm) for more
information.

English as a Second Language (ESL) Course Placement

ESL course placement is intended to guide non-native English
speakers into courses to improve their English reading and writing skills.
About 50 percent of postsecondary institutions offer ESL courses
(NCES, 1996; Shults, 2000). Placement into ESL courses is similar in
structure to remedial course placement; however, less than 40 percent
of postsecondary institutions consider ESL courses as part of their
remedial education program (NCES, 1998).

Current Status of Remedial Education

In 1994, Education Week reported that postsecondary remedial
instruction had increased from being offered in 81 percent of all four-
year institutions in 1985-1986 to 90 percent in 1993—-1994, and from
85 percent of all two-year institutions to 93 percent during the same
time period. A more recent NCES study (Korb, 1999) reported that 99
percent of two-year institutions, 85 percent of public four-year
institutions, and 63 to 68 percent of four-year private for-profit and.

Assessment anc&@@e Course Placement




300

nonprofit institutions offer remedial programs.

A significant percentage of college students are involved in
remedial coursework, according to the standards of the institutions in
which they are enrolled. McCabe (2000) found that 41 percent of
entering community college students and 29 percent of entering four-
year college students are underprepared in at least one of the basic
skills areas. This means more than one million underprepared students
are entering college and enrolling in remedial programs. According to
Saxon and Boylan (as cited in McCabe, 2000), 20 percent of entering
students are underprepared in reading, 25 percent are underprepared in
writing, and 34 percent are underprepared in mathematics. In 1998, 64
percent of students entering the California state college system failed
the entry-level mathematics test, and 43 percent failed the verbal test
(Estrich, 1998). All these students were in the top one-third of their
graduating classes.

Postsecondary institutions and states are closely scrutinizing the
costs and benefits of remedial instruction. Estimates of the cost of
providing remedial instruction in the United States range from about
one billion dollars—roughly 1 percent of all public expenditures for
postsecondary education (Phipps, 1998)—to three or more times this
amount (Costrell, 1998). Some authors deplore the consequences of
remedial instruction in college. They believe that it corrupts the
curriculum, demoralizes faculty, and acquiesces to low standards in
high school (Costrell, 1998). Phipps (1998), on the other hand, argues
for the social benefits of remedial instruction: increased tax revenues,
greater economic productivity, reduced crime rates, and increased
quality of civic life.

Two results of this scrutiny are discernable. First, some states
have given responsibility for remedial instruction to two-year colleges
and have entirely removed remedial course placement from four-year
institutions. Second, some institutions have outsourced remedial
instruction to private organizations (including for-profit organizations).

Remedial Education: Whose Responsibility?
Some assert that because remedial education is not college-level

instruction, four-year institutions should not provide it (Ignash, 1997).
In 1998 the City University of New York (CUNY) system proposed
that admission to four-year institutions be withdrawn from students
who failed to pass the placement tests, and that these students be directed
to community colleges (Kirst, 1998). This policy is now in effect.
California and Georgia have instituted similar policies (Hebel, 1999;
Hoff, 1998).
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Outsourcing Remedial Instruction

Recently postsecondary institutions have expressed interest in
outsourcing remedial instruction to private agencies. Three outsourcing
options are to contract out remedial services to off-campus private
providers or to on-campus private providers, or to use faculty to provide
remedial services developed by a vendor. Kaplan Educational Centers
and Sylvan Learning Centers both provide remedial services; colleges
from several states are considering hiring these businesses to provide
remedial instruction (Gose, 1997). Current research is inconclusive,
however, about the relative merits of outsourcing remedial education
over providing it on local campuses (Phipps, 1998).

For college-bound students who are interested in attending
particular institutions, the best sources of information about local
remedial education policies are institutional websites. Depending on
state or institutional policies, some students’ first-choice institution may
not-be an option if they are underprepared in reading, writing, or
mathematics.

Other Course Placement Issues

Students and counselors need to be aware of two additional issues
related to course placement systems: mandatory versus voluntary course
placement, and time limits on remedial coursework. Both have
implications for the length of time students take to complete their
educational programs.

Mandatory versus voluntary course placement. Some institutions
require students to follow placement recommendations for remedial
coursework, whereas other institutions allow students some choice in
the decision. In the latter situation, students should consult with
academic advisers who can provide detailed information about the
courses under consideration. Either way, students need to consider the
implications on their educational and career plans of taking remedial
coursework.

Time limits on remedial coursework. In the interest of reducing the
quantity of remedial education programs, states and institutions are
moving toward limiting the amount of remedial coursework students
can take. According to an AACC survey (Shults, 2000), 23 percent of
community colleges use various means to limit the number of remedial
courses taken, such as raising tuition after multiple attempts to complete
a remedial course successfully.
341
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Measuring Students’ Readiness for College-Level Work

Several measures are used to estimate students’ readiness for
college-level work. Among community colleges, for example, common
measures include college admissions tests, high school GPA,
commercially developed placement tests, AP Examinations,
institutionally developed tests, and state-developed tests (Shults, 2000).
Other, more subjective, approaches for identifying students who require
remedial coursework include faculty or staff referral, and student self-
referral (NCES, 1996).

Placement Test Scores and High School Grades

About 60 percent of postsecondary institutions administer
placement tests (either commercially or institutionally developed) to
all their entering students (NCES, 1996). Hills, Hirsch, and Subhiyah
(1990) describe how the wide use of placement tests is a result, in part,
of the measurement quality they can provide. Placement tests are, in
many instances, objective measures, and the degree of imprecision (i.e.,
measurement error) of their scores can be estimated fairly accurately.
In addition, test scores can be made equivalent across alternate forms
of a test to prevent problems with variability in meaning.

Grades, in comparison, are subjective measures whose degree of
imprecision is difficult to estimate. They seem efficient for placement
decisions because they directly measure, at least in principle, the types
of academic skills necessary for successful performance in college (Hills
et al., 1990). Course quality and content vary among high schools,
however, and grades can vary in meaning from school to school because
of differing curricular frameworks and grade reporting procedures.
Moreover, students who eventually decide to attend postsecondary
institutions may not take college-preparatory courses in high school
and, therefore, may not have the corresponding course grades (Hills et
al., 1990).

Using multiple measures to determine students’ preparedness for
college significantly increases placement accuracy (ACT, 1997; Gordon,
1999: Roueche & Roueche, 1999). For example, test scores and high
school grades may be used jointly to identify students who are ready
for college-level work.

Computer-Based Placement Testing
Traditionally, placement tests have been administered in paper-
and-pencil formats, but computerized administration methods are
.3 P[} "y
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becoming more common. For example, 63 percent of community
colleges report using computerized placement testing (Shults, 2000).
Items from a paper-and-pencil placement test may be administered via
a computer (computer-based testing), or a computer-administered
placement test may be tailored during administration according to a
student’s ability level (computerized adaptive testing). Computerized
adaptive placement testing has several advantages over paper-and-pencil
testing, including reduced testing time (by up to 50 percent), quick
reporting of results, increased security of test items, adaptation to a
wide range of student abilities, reduced proctoring, and flexibility in
testing schedules (Smittle, 1994). Some students, however, may not be
familiar with computers, and some institutions may have difficulty
acquiring the necessary computer hardware (Shermis, Wolting, &
Lombard, 1996).

Testing in High School Versus in College

Placement testing may occur in high school or in college,
depending on state and institutional policies. Hills et al. (1990) noted
that placement testing in high school appeals to postsecondary
institutions because it lessens the demands placed on students during
the first few weeks of college. College placement testing, in comparison,
appeals to high schools because they avoid testing large numbers of
high school students who may not even attend college. (Note that some
tests that are used for placement, such as the Texas Academic Skills
Program [TASP], are administered either in high school or in college.)
To ensure students meet appropriate course placement requirements,
they need to refer to information provided by particular postsecondary
institutions of interest. Counselors and students can also refer to testing
program websites for additional information.

Placement Testing in High School

Several placement test options are available to high school
students. For example, students may take the ACT Assessment, AP
Examinations, the SAT I, or the SAT I, all of which are used in college
course placement programs (Hills et al., 1990; NCES, 1996). Note that
a student may take more than one of these tests in high school; for
example, he or she could choose to take the ACT Assessment and one
or more AP Examinations. For a complete discussion of the ACT
Assessment, the SAT I, and the SAT II, see chapter 20 on college
admissions testing and see the websites of these programs:
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ACT Assessment: http://www.act.org

AP Examinations: http://apcentral.collegeboard.com/
program/

SAT I and SAT II: http://www.collegeboard.com/

State-developed tests, such as those in the following list, are also
administered in high school and are being considered for use in course
placement decisions.

Texas: TASP, www.tasp.nesinc.com/fac_secl.htm

Kentucky: Commonwealth Accountability Testing System
(CATS),www.kentuckyschools.net/KDE
Administrative+Resources/Testing+and+Reporting+/
CATS/default.htm

California: Golden State Examinations (GSE),
www.cde.ca.gov/statetests/gse/index.html

y Placement Testing in College

Colleges may use any of several commercially developed
placement tests. Institutions sometimes also administer the ACT and
the SAT I (and, at some institutions, the SAT II) on campus to enrolled
college students. The following are three commonly used commercially
developed placement tests:

ACCUPLACER (Internet-delivered, computerized adaptive
system): www.collegeboard.com/highered/apr/accu/
accu.html

ASSET (two-year college advising, placement, and retention
system): www.act.org/asset/

COMPASS (computerized adaptive placement and diagnostic
system): www.act.org/compass/index.html

Institutions may also choose to develop their own local placement
tests to administer to entering students, particularly if in reviewing
commercially developed placement tests, postsecondary faculty and
staff decide that the tests do not adequately reflect the content of certain
courses. Examples of institutionally developed test types include
multiple-choice tests (see, e.g., McFate & Olmstead, 1999), performance
measures (see, e.g., Bachman, Lynch, & Mason, 1995), writing samples
that supplement multiple-choice placement tests (see, €.g., Galbato &
Markus, 1995), and Internet-delivered, computerized adaptive tests (see,
e.g., Shermis, Mzumara, Brown, & Lillig, 1997).

o r
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Technical Issues

In this section, we discuss three technical issues: How do colleges
set their cutoff scores on placement tests? How can post-testing be
used to improve students’ academic success? How do colleges evaluate
their course placement systems?

Cutoff Scores

A cutoff score on a placement test is the minimum score students
must achieve in order to be advised or permitted to enroll in a particular
course. Students who score lower than the cutoff on the placement test
are advised or required to enroll in a lower level (e.g., remedial) course.
Cutoff scores can be set in several ways: through expert (faculty)
Judgment, by using norms, by using predictions of success, or on the
advice of the test publisher.

Expert judgment requires review of course prerequisites and the items
on the placement test. First, faculty members at the institution using
the test must specify in detail the minimum knowledge and skills that
students need in order to learn course material. Faculty members then
review the placement test to determine which score corresponds to a
minimal level of preparation to take the course.

Norms (local or national) indicate how many students score at or below
particular score levels. Faculty at an institution may know from past
experience that a certain rough percentage of their students are prepared
to take a particular course. By matching this percentage to the norms,
an institution can determine a cutoff score. An institution may also use
norms to allocate students to courses based on available resources, such
as faculty members or classrooms that are available.

Prediction methods for setting cutoff scores are based on statistical
analyses of the relationship between test scores and grades in a course.
A statistical model can be developed that shows, for any score on the
placement test, a student’s chances of success (i.e., completing the course
with a given grade or higher). The model also provides evidence of the
predictive validity of atest for course placement: Higher scores should
correspond to higher chances of success. The model can further be
used to estimate accuracy rates for different potential cutoff scores. An
accuracy rate 1s the proportion of students for whom a correct placement
decision is made (Sawyer, 1996).

Test publishers may recommend cutoff scores for particular types of
courses (see, e.g., ACT, 2000). These recommendations are useful when
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an institution has no previous experience with or data on a test but
needs to set a cutoff score. The institution should follow up, as soon as
is practicable, with its own validity research to adjust the score
recommended by the publisher.

Knowing how a cutoff score was set will give students and their
advisers a better understanding of placement test scores and a sound
basis for making decisions about which courses to take.

Post-testing

A principal reason for providing remedial instruction is to give
students an opportunity to acquire the academic skills they need in
order to succeed in higher level courses. Institutions vary in their policies
about verifying whether individual students do, in fact, achieve this
goal. Some institutions require students to retake the placement test
(known as post-testing). If students have acquired the necessary
knowledge and skills, then the test scores they obtain at the end of the
remedial course should exceed the scores they obtained at the beginning
of the course. Students may be required to meet or exceed the cutoff
scores on their post-tests before they are permitted to enroll in higher
level courses.

Before deciding to enroll in a particular institution, students need
to ask about the institution’s post-testing policy. If post-testing is
mandatory, and if meeting or exceeding a cutoff is required, then
students will want to know their chances of doing so.

Evaluating Course Placement Systems

Before a course placement system can be designed and
implemented at an institution, administrators and faculty must decide
to allocate resources to the various components of the system. The
resulting decisions are often difficult because the required resources
may be substantial and could be allocated to other worthy programs or
projects. It is therefore important that institutions evaluate the costs
and benefits of their course placement systems. '

Administrators and faculty should consider two primary questions
when evaluating a system:
Correct identification. Are students placed in the correct courses? The
accuracy rate and other predictive validity statistics (see previous
discussion about cutoff scores) provide useful information about correct
identification.
Effectiveness of low-level courses. Are students who are placed in

,
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low-level courses actually benefiting from taking them? There are two
general methods for documenting the effectiveness of instruction in
low-level courses.

1. Post-testing: Effectiveness of the low-level course can be
assessed by the proportion of students whose post-test
scores exceed the cutoff, and by the average score gain
from initial placement testing to post-testing (Sawyer &
Schiel, 2000).

2. Collecting follow-up data on students as they take regular
college-level courses: With such data, one can relate
students’ initial placement test scores to the chances of
their eventual success in the college-level courses. By
comparing chances of success of students who took a
low-level course with those who did not take the low-
level course, one can estimate the benefit of taking the
low-level course for students with any given placement
test score.

Other important considerations when evaluating course placement
systems include noncognitive characteristics and the costs and benefits
of course placement. Administrative data (e.g., the number of students
who are tested, exempted from testing, or who file appeals of placement
decisions), or data on student or faculty affective characteristics (e.g.,
do students believe the advice they have been given is appropriate?)
can, when monitored over time, signal changes in how well the system
is working. Using standardized survey forms, administrators can also
compare their students’ opinions to those of students at similar
institutions. (A variety of survey forms are available through Evaluation
Survey Services: www.act.org/ess/index.html.)

Murtuza and Ketkar (1995) studied a course placement and
advising program at an urban university for the program’s effect on
retention and for its cost-effectiveness. They found that the program
was cost-effective (the extra tuition resulting from higher retention rates
offset the cost of the program), but their analysis of data from only
recent years produced an inconclusive result. They also found that a
centralized program (in which staff were hired and assigned to work
specifically on course placement and advising) was more cost-effective
than a decentralized program (in which these functions were assigned
as additional duties to faculty members).
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Summary

College course placement, particularly remedial course placement,
pervades postsecondary education. State and institutional policies will
continue to dictate how and where remedial programs are provided to
students, and the standards students are required to meet when enrolling
in particular institutions. Counselors of potential college students need
to be aware of these issues and their implications for students’
postsecondary plans. Depending on the student and his or her level of
educational achievement, such policies and standards may dictate the
type of institution in which the student can enroll (e.g., two- or four-
year), and the length of time necessary for the student to complete his
or her postsecondary educational goal.
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Chapter 22

Test Consumers in the Military

Use of the Military Career Exploration

Program in Schools

Janice H. Laurence

The military is not just a job—it’s hundreds of jobs, with plenty
of positions to boot. In terms of providing education, training, and
employment, the military is unparalleled. The army, navy, marine corps,
and air force enlist about 200,000 new recruits and commission more
than 16,000 officers annually for active duty. These newcomers top
off an incumbent strength of almost 1.4 million active members.
Although most of the almost 900,000 selected reservists have had active
duty experience, well more than 50,000 come in fresh from civilian
life (Department of Defense, 2000). ,

Besides the traditional combat and seamanship roles, the enlisted
military workforce comprises technicians, clerks, administrative
associates, mechanics, computer specialists, high-tech equipment
operators and repair specialists, health care specialists, and a host of
other positions. Table 1 shows the occupational distribution of the
enlisted ranks as of fiscal year 1999 (Department of Defense, 2000).

Table 1. Occupational Distribution of U.S. Military
Enlisted Force (1999)

Department of Defense Occupational Group  Percentage of Enlisted Force
Infantry, gun crews, and seamanship specialists 17.0
Electronic equipment repair specialists 94
Communications and intelligence specialists 9.0
Medical and dental specialists 6.9
Other allied specialists 3.0
Functional support and administration 6.0
Electrical/mechanical equipment repair specialists 19.8
Craftspeople 35
Service and supply handlers 8.5
Nonoccupational military 6.9
3 5 2 Test Consumers
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About one in six enlisted members could be classified as a combat
job incumbent or a general military employee, whereas one in five
serves in a high-tech job in electronic equipment repair, communications
and intelligence, or other allied specialist. Even combat jobs have
become more technologically complex and relatively less labor intensive
over the years—and more manpower has been added behind the combat
scenes. Although most military jobs are in the blue collar category
(infantry, gun crew, seamanship specialists; electrical and mechanical
equipment repair specialists; and craftspeople), white collar positions
(electronic equipment repair specialists; communications and
intelligence specialists; medical and dental specialists; other technical
and allied specialists; and administration) are almost as plentiful.

The most common jobs in the military are in electrical and
mechanical equipment repair, with about one in five armed services
workers engaged as an aircraft, automobile, and engine mechanic;
ordnance mechanic; line installer; or radio, radar, and sonar equipment
repair specialist. About one in six military workers is employed in
administration as a stock and inventory clerk, shipping and receiving
clerk, dispatcher, and the like.

The military services do not cull seasoned civilian workers to fill
the ranks. Instead, they recruit novices and train them to perform myriad
duties. Evidence shows that entry-level military jobs are more complex
and demanding of workers than are civilian jobs (Laurence, 1994). Thus,
selection and classification testing (i.e., assessment) is critical to staffing
the military.

Military Career Counseling

Given military workforce requirements, is it any wonder that the
military is a steadfast consumer—and producer—of career assessments?
The military has in fact been a trailblazer with regard to cognitive test
development and validation (Eitelberg, Laurence, & Waters, 1984).
Numerous psychometricians and educational psychologists dedicate
their efforts to maintain, update, advance, and monitor the exemplary
cognitive testing program of the Department of Defense (DoD). The
Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB; DoD, 1999)
measures aptitudes in 10 areas (General Science, Arithmetic Reasoning,
Word Knowledge, Paragraph Comprehension, Numerical Operations,
Coding Speed, Auto and Shop Information, Mathematics Knowledge,
Mechanical Comprehension, and Electronics Information). Various
combinations of these subtests are used to assess overall cognitive
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aptitude as well as aptitudes for performing in specific jobs.

The ASVAB contributes to personnel selection and placement
decisions and hence is an important component of military personnel
readiness. The attention and resources focused on norming and
validation with regard to technical training grades, administrative
records, supervisory ratings, job knowledge test scores, and hands-on
job performance measures are laudable and unparalleled (see, e.g., Bock
& Mislevy, 1981; Fairbank et al., 1990; Green & Wigdor, 1991; Green,
Wing, & Wigdor, 1988). Indeed, ASVAB results reliably indicate one’s
standing relative to the U.S. population of youth ages 18 to 23. Time
and again, studies have shown that subtest composite scores fairly and
validly assess the likelihood of achieving technical proficiency or
effectiveness across the wide spectrum of jobs found in the military
(most of which have civilian counterparts).

Since 1968, the DoD has offered the ASVAB at no cost to high
schools nationwide to promote career exploration and to facilitate
recruiting. Known originally as the Student Testing Program (STP),
this idea blossomed over the years into the Career Exploration Program
(CEP)—a professional and comprehensive career counseling tool for
schools and students. Serviee recruiters receive the names and ASVAB
scores of participating students who agree to have this information
released. Thus, there are strings attached to CEP participation, but they
are not demanding.

Each year, about 900,000 students in more than 14,000 schools
take the ASVAB. More than one fourth of high school seniors participate
in the CEP at some point during high school (Baker, 2000). The CEP is
designed to help students, primarily 11th- and 12th-graders, explore
both military and civilian careers through materials that support
educational and career counseling. Recruiters can use the results to
identify individuals who qualify for military service. Three primary
CEP components assess aptitudes, interests, and work values:

1. The 10 ASVAB subtests are combined and scores are
reported on three composites: Verbal Ability, Math
Ability, and Academic Ability. ASVAB codes highlight
similarities between the aptitude levels of test takers and
those of incumbents already performing various jobs.
Military Career Scores estimate the likelihood that an
individual will qualify for enlistment.

2. The Interest-Finder identifies areas of interest to the test
taker (Realistic, Investigative, Artistic, Social,
Enterprising, and Conventional).
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3. OCCU-FIND links ASVAB and Interest-Finder results,
along with other information (e.g., educational goals,
work values) to 201 occupations organized by interest
area.

Detailed test results (and interpretation) are provided to students,
with copies for counselors. Besides the support provided by Education
Services Specialists (ESS), civilians with an educational or counseling
background, and recruiters, materials are available to help school staff,
students, and their parents get the most out of the CEP. These include
the Educator and Counselor Guide, Student and Parent Guide,
Counselor Manual, Student Workbook, Military Careers, Technical
Manual, and Recruiter Guide. (Most of these documents are available
for download from the ASVAB website at www.asvabprogram.com.)
The ASVAB is also incorporated into many Career Information Delivery
Systems (CIDS)—computerized career information systems made
available by states, regions, and commercial vendors.

Recruiting

Military recruiting is always challenging. Getting the word out
about military career opportunities is therefore a vital service of the
CEP. The ASVAB CEP is an effective marketing and recruiting tool.
The program is valued by recruiters as a means of obtaining access to
schools, making contact with individual students, and identifying those
who are qualified for and interested in military service. Up to one fifth
of CEP participants subsequently enlist in the military (Laurence &
Ramsberger, 1999).

Evidence suggests that the CEP is a positive influence on those
who formerly held neutral or negative views regarding military service
(Laurence, Wall, Barnes, & Dela Rosa, 1998). CEP participants are
more likely to express an interest in joining one of the military services
as a result of the information obtained through the CEP. In addition,
data suggest that CEP participants are more likely than nonparticipants
to view the military as a place where they can obtain money for
education, learn a valuable trade or skill, and receive job preparation.

The ASVAB CEP targets non—college-bound youth. Largely
because of its vocational emphasis, the CEP has traditionally been more
attractive to young people who are not considering postsecondary
education, at least not for the immediate future. Given the increasing
numbers of students choosing postsecondary educational opportunities,
however, it is important for students to recognize the college

355
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opportunities afforded by the military, such as the Voluntary Education
Program, the Montgomery GI Bill, and the officer track (Asch, Kilburn,
& Klerman, 1999). Besides exploring career and other opportunities
afforded by the military, college-bound youth can benefit from exposure
to the CEP testing process and outcomes.

Career Decisions

Schools that participate in the CEP choose to do so for a number
of reasons: the program is free; it is an effective tool for counseling
non—college-bound youth; it provides an opportunity for military career
exploration; and it is a readily available, well-documented career
exploration tool. Further, the CEP is comprehensive and effective in
meeting school career counseling needs, has a positive impact on student
career exploration, and is at least as good as other programs (Laurence
& Ramsberger, 1999). The vocational emphasis of the program as well
as the supplementary materials (e.g., Student Workbook) and counseling
support provided by the military fill a void, especially in economically
deprived schools. Although many students are well prepared for the
frenetic activities of registering, paying, and convening for the ACT
Assessment or the SAT, others, without plans for college or mentors to
show them the ropes, might well remain forgotten without the CEP.

The ASVAB alone provides invaluable information for civilian
career counseling. Composites from the ASVAB are predictive of high
school course grades (Fairbank, Welsh, & Sawin, 1990). ASVAB tests
also correlate highly with comparable tests from civilian aptitude and
achievement batteries (Department of Defense, 1999). Based on patterns
of ASVAB scores, Armstrong, Chalupsky, McLaughlin, and Dalldorf
(1988) classified a sample of individuals into their civilian occupations
with a statistically significant degree of accuracy. Even more salient is
a study that provides direct evidence of the criterion-related validity of
the ASVAB for a sample of 11 different civilian occupations (e.g., bus
driver, computer operator, word processor, nurse, electronics technician;
Holmgren & Dalldorf, 1993). Further, the accepted theory of validity
generalization together with the results of a military-civilian
occupational crosswalk extend this mound of evidence from military
occupations and the congruent findings from selected civilian jobs to
additional occupations. In other words, the ASVAB has demonstrated
validity for military and civilian jobs. It is technically acceptable to
extrapolate these findings to encompass jobs for which performance is
validly predicted by measures highly correlated with ASVAB and for
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jobs that are highly similar to those included in ASVAB validation
studies (Department of Defense, 1999). That is, there is sound statistical
evidence that test validity is not situation- or job-specific; rather, if
validity is established in one job, it holds for similar jobs. Certainly
ASVAB validity has been established above and beyond applicable
professional testing guidelines and practices.

The DoD has gone beyond investment in the development and
administration of the ASVAB, and program evaluation extends beyond
its value in recruiting. Systematic evaluation efforts have provided sound
evidence that adolescents who participate in this broad-based program
show an increase in career development efforts (Baker, in press; Levine,
Huberman, & Wall, 1996). The national normative base of 18- to 23-
year-olds, most appropriate for enlistment decisions, was supplemented
for CEP use with a high school sample of almost 10,000 students in
grades 10 through 12. The inclusion of the additional sample of high
school students reinforces the utility of the CEP, especially for
participants in 10th grade (Department of Defense, 1999).

The CEP is based upon sound psychometric and vocational
personality theory (Wall & Baker, 1997). Participants are provided with
more than just scores indicating their standing relative to others; the
program helps students to identify occupations consistent with their
interests, abilities, and values. The program provides practical
information regarding the cognitive demands of and typical educational
preparation needed for particular jobs, and the degree to which these
jobs match one’s preferences for certain activities and the values that
one is looking to satisfy through one’s career (e.g., challenge, creativity,
physical activity, independence; Wall, 1994). This comprehensive and
integrated program under DoD’s aegis promotes knowledge of self,
occupational opportunities, and the world of work. It reduces career
confusion and facilitates judgments of career attractiveness (Baker, in
press).

Some Parting Thoughts on the CEP

With its dual goals of recruiting and career counseling, the CEP
does not operate without suspicion or conflict. Those suspicious of
military recruiting efforts can rest assured that the program has strong
technical underpinnings. Aptitudes, interests, and preferences are indeed
linked to civilian, not just military, jobs. Occupations included for
exploration in the OCCU-FIND represent “the range of diversity in the
world of work” (Wall, 1994, p. 610). Rather than limiting options, the
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CEP encourages rather wide and warranted exploration. The
accompanying materials highlight occupations within two contiguous
cognitive complexity levels, three interest areas, and up to six personal
preferences (Wall, Wise, & Baker, 1996). Certainly, an aim of the
program is to garner recruiting leads; however, participants may opt
not to share their results with military recruiters.

There is conflict with regard to participation because military
recruiters would prefer to test only high school seniors—those who
have a shot at helping them meet their recruiting objectives. There is
no outcry at including juniors, but extending the CEP to sophomores
(or freshmen) may be viewed as a waste of precious recruiting resources
and detrimental to recruiters’ short-term, “put *em in boots” perspective.
Needless to say, from a career counseling perspective, career exploration
should begin early—well before the senior year of high school. This
conflict does not speak ill of the program. Quite the contrarys; it is the
effectiveness of the CEP for recruiting and career counseling that is at
the conflict’s core.

Although the program is already top-notch, improvements are on
the horizon. In response to demographic trends and changes in the
workplace, DoD is modifying its testing and assessment practices and
technical underpinnings. The psychometric properties and functioning
of the Interest-Finder are scheduled for a tune-up as are the ASVAB’s
accompanying materials. What’s more, the version of the ASVAB that
is used for operational enlistment decisions is expected to have an
interest measure folded in before long.

The military offers education, training, and employment to novices
to the workforce, our nation’s youth. The military continues to be a
trailblazer with regard to testing and human resource assessment. No
compendium on career counseling would be complete without
mentioning the military. This chapter provides merely a condensed
snapshot of the CEP and DoD’s commitment to career assessment for
both military and civilian careers.
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Chapter 23
Educational Assessment in a

_Reform Context
A Michael H. Kean

—

Itis difficult to believe that there was a time when the day’s news
didn’t contain any mention of educational assessment. Up until the
late 1980s, governors, state legislators, members of Congress,
journalists, and other pundits knew little and said even less about how
U.S. students were measured and educational programs were evaluated.
Although educational assessment has played a pivotal role in American
education for well more than 50 years, it remained in the background
of our nation’s policy debates and was considered a technical, if not
esoteric, field.

Fast forward to today. Governors’ speeches are peppered with
remarks about accountability and standardized testing. Members of
Congress engage in lengthy and often acrimonious debate over
proposals for national testing of elementary and secondary school
students. Local journalists routinely report on educational standards
and testing. Moreover, the discussions do not end in the political arena.
In political polling parlance, testing has become nightly “table talk”
over dinner for moms, dads, and their kids.

At the same time (and through no coincidence), assessment is
playing greater roles in the current educational environment.
Assessment results are a major force in shaping public perceptions
about the achievement of our students and the quality of our schools.
Educators use assessment results to help improve teaching and learning
as well as to evaluate programs and the effectiveness of schools.
Educational assessment is also used to generate the data on which policy
decisions are made. Because of.the important role it performs,
assessment is a foundational activity in every school, in every school
district, and in every state.

What events and trends led to the transformation of educational
assessment into nightly table talk? Why is there now a strong political
dimension to educational assessment? Which aspects of assessment
should educators and policymakers bear in mind as they go about their
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work? This chapter will provide answers to all these questions.
The Political Context of Reform

Over the past 20 years, education reforms have generally been of
three types: structural, process, or content:

Structural reform refers to changes in the structure of education, such
as a longer school day or school year, smaller class sizes, magnet
schools, charter schools, or a middle school versus junior high school
system. ' ' '

Process reform refers to the way in which teachers teach and students
learn. Team teaching, reading recovery, and use of educational software
are examples of process reform.

Content reform refers to what teachers teach. Examples are phonics
or whole language approaches to reading, new math, and standards-
based curricula.

Testing entered the political realm with the advent of standards-
based school reform, which is both a process reform and a content
reform. This reform focuses on improving our schools, increasing
student achievement, and building accountability for results through a
system with three primary components: (a) new (and higher) standards,
(b) new assessments designed to measure those standards, and (c)
consequences for meeting or not meeting the standards. Politics is part
of this process because of its traditional and rightful (but often
unpredictable) role as the driver of policy in our national and state
democracies.

The standards-based movement emerged in the early 1990s as a
response to the call to arms issued by the 1983 release of A Nation at
Risk. This slim but seminal report from the National Commission on
Excellence in Education characterized U.S. schools as wholly
inadequate and went so far as to say, “If an unfriendly foreign power
had attempted to impose on America the mediocre educational
performance that exists today, we might well have viewed it as an act
of war” (p. 1). In short order A Nation at Risk galvanized policymakers
at the federal and state levels. The nation’s governors, acting collectively
through the National Governors Association, developed and issued Time
for Results (1986), a report that called for, among other things, greater
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accountability in our nation’s public schools. Out of this period emerged
a group of “education governors” who would later make their mark in
education on the national scene: Tennessee Governor Lamar Alexander,
Arkansas Governor Bill Clinton, South Carolina Governor Richard
Riley, and Colorado Governor Roy Romer. Whereas Alexander and
Riley would serve as U.S. Secretaries of Education in the 1990s and
Romer would lead many national panels on education, Clinton forged
a legacy as the nation’s most active education president.

By 1989, concern over the nation’s schools reached the level where
the governors and President George H. Bush convened the first ever
National Education Summit, in order to propose solutions. The fall
summit, held at the University of Virginia in Charlottesville, culminated
in an agreement to set six (later expanded to eight) broad National
Education Goals. The goals were developed and released in 1990. At
the same time a federal commission—The National Education Goals
Panel—was created by Congress to track national and state efforts to
reach these goals by the year 2000.

Although the National Education Goals were not reached by 2000,
their impact was felt in two ways. First, they focused public attention
on the need for increased student achievement. Second, they served as
the starting point for the development of new education standards. This
development began at both the federal and state levels, though it was
action at the federal level that spurred many states to begin developing
and setting their own standards.

Federal action came initially in April 1991 in the form of America
2000, the George H. Bush administration’s education proposal. America
2000 set forth voluntary national standards in a range of subject areas
and proposed a series of national tests. Although America 2000 did not
find its way into law by the end of the first Bush administration, the
Clinton administration came forward with a similar proposal, called
Goals 2000 (signed into law as the Goals 2000: Educate America Act
in 1994). America 2000 and Goals 2000 had some distinct differences,
but they were alike in their drive for high standards and new assessments
to measure student progress.

Goals 2000 became the most pervasive national K-12 education
policy in a generation. It provided federal incentives for states to create
new systems of accountability by setting their own standards and
creating new assessments, which the states did. At the start of the decade
only a handful of states had academic standards. By the end of it, close
to 50 states had developed standards.

Despite its pervasiveness and its affinity to the America 2000
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proposal, Goals 2000 found itself in the mid- to late-1990s under
increasing attack from Republicans and conservatives, who felt the
federal government had overextended its reach into state and local
education policies. Republican critics claimed that while Washington
had historically funded K-12 education at low levels (current funding
is approximately nine cents on the dollar), it exerted too much authority
in local classrooms. This sentiment led to a policy standoff in the fall
of 1997 when the Clinton administration watched its proposal for
voluntary national tests in reading and mathematics go down to defeat
on Capitol Hill.

In early 2001, the administration of President George W. Bush
introduced No Child Left Behind as its proposal for the reauthorization
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA). The legislation
sought greater accountability through annual testing in grades 3 through
8 in reading and mathematics, but left states to set their own standards
and ¢hoose their own tests. In doing so, Washington not only re-
established individual student progress as a central tenet of ESEA, it
also found a politically acceptable compromise on assessment. In late
December 2001, Congress passed the legislation by a wide bipartisan
margin. President Bush signed the act into law soon after.

Federal Policy Issues

Invariably, and sometimes unfortunately, a recurring set of issues
continues to evolve around Washington education debates. Like
entrenched armies on the Western Front in the First World War,
politicians often fight battles over and over on the same ground for
years, and no real victor emerges. Typically, education debates in
Washington have to do with the federal government’s regulatory power
and its authority over our nation’s decentralized public education system.

Washington’s authority. Local and state control of education is a
deeply rooted concept in the United States. It remains so today, with
the 50 states and tens of thousands of localities providing 91 percent of
the funding at the K—12 level. Not a single education bill is debated in
Congress today without at least one lawmaker (and usually many more)
questioning the authority of Washington to impose educational mandates
on the states and the nation’s 15,600 school districts. Lawmakers from
both sides of the aisle raise the issue, particularly when Congress
mandates billion-dollar programs such as the Individuals With
Disabilities Act IDEA) and fails to fully fund them.

e
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The ““devolution revolution.”” With the Republican sweep of Capitol
Hill in the November 1994 midterm elections, the devolution revolution
was set in motion. The idea is to devolve as much federal authority as
possible to the states and localities, where better decisions might be
made. Although this devolution is often viewed as a Republican
philosophy, many centrist Democrats also favor devolution initiatives.
To date, the revolution has been seen most clearly in Congress’s massive
overhaul of welfare and job training programs. It has also appeared in
the education arena, however, where it emerges in debates over block
grants, program consolidation, and “ed flex,” all of which opt to lift
regulations prohibiting the blending of federal dollars from various
programs. Whereas Democrats argue that federal education programs
and their accompanying dollars should be carefully targeted to specific
populations, Republicans counter that regulations should be lifted so
that states and local schools can determine how best to use federal
monies. There has not been a clear winner in the debate. Although
more flexibility has been provided in various laws, many federal
programs—rightly or wrongly—remain prescriptive in their aims and
targeted populations.

Testing on a national scale. Between 1991 and 2001 Congress has
had three major debates over testing: first with America 2000 in 1991 ,
second in 1997 with the Clinton administration’s voluntary national
test proposal, and again in 2001 with the testing proposal in No Child
Left Behind. Each debate has raised concerns over Washington’s role
in dictating how states should evaluate students.

Opportunity to learn standards. In 1991 congressional critics of
America 2000 argued that if Washington was going to require new,
higher academic standards, schools should have increased funding so
that they could better prepare students to reach those standards. This
same argument has emerged in 2001 as Congress debated the
reauthorization of the ESEA.

Use of the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP).
Congress has often debated the notion of expanding the NAEP to
measure individual student progress. Historically, the NAEP mission
has been to intermittently sample student performance in various subject
areas. Because of that, various attempts to expand NAEP have
encountered opposition on Capitol Hill from lawmakers who fear NAEP
expansion would lead to a national test.
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State Policy Issues

The list of issues at the state level is more extensive than at the
federal level because state policymakers, unlike members of Congress,
have been closely involved in setting standards and shaping new
assessment programs. The list of important issues for these policymakers
ranges from the use of multiple measures to legal defensibility to public
relations.

Governance. Consideration of major public policy in any state is a
complex undertaking involving a number of different policymakers.
While many governors play a central role in leading education reform
in their states, at least three other individuals or entities—the state
commissioner or superintendent of education, the state board of
education, and the state legislature—play crucial roles, too. As the
“dance of legislation” occurs, each of these individuals and entities
contribute to the debate in some way.

The need for the right kind of information. States are in a unique
position to use assessments for generating the types of data that
policymakers, educators, and parents need to make decisions about
their schools and students. State assessments more frequently serve as
the “accountability fulcrum.” Why? Because most assessment programs
at the local school district level are designed primarily to improve
teaching and learning, not to collect extensive, reliable data on student
performance. Meanwhile, at the national level, the NAEP—an
assessment sanctioned and funded by the federal government—
generates snapshots of how small samples of students are performing
in a given subject at a particular grade level. NAEP cannot expand on
this snapshot function without igniting debates on federal versus state
and local governance in education. This situation provides the states
with the opportunity to generate more relevant statewide data on their
students and school systems. Typically, this is accomplished by giving
students a standardized, norm-referenced test. This type of test yields a
variety of rich, reliable data that can be used for both statewide
accountability purposes and to determine individual pupil progress
toward meeting state standards.

Sequencing. Successful standards-based reform is based on a sequence
where goals are developed first, followed by standards, then new
curricula and instructional approaches, and finally assessments.
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Standards setting. How standards are developed has been a very
important issue for states. Great care must be taken to ensure that
educators, policymakers, business leaders