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9a TESTING INDIVIDUALS OF DIVERSE 
LINGUISTIC BACKGROUNDS 

Background 
For all tesr takers, any rest char employs lan
guage is, in part, a measure of their language 
skills. This is of particular concern for rest 
takers whose first language is not the lan
guage of the test. Test use with individuals 
who have not sufficiently acquired the lan
guage of the test may introduce construct
irrelevant components to the resting process. 
In such instances, test results may not reflect 
accurately rhe qualities and competencies 
intended ro be measured. In addition, lan
guage differences are almost always associated 
with concomitant cultural differences chat need 
to be taken into account when tests are used 
with individuals whos~ dominant language 
is different from chat of the test. Whether 
a certain dialect of a language should be 
considered a different language cannot be 
resolved here, although some aspects of 
the present discussion are relevant to the 
debate. [n either case, special attention ro 

issues related co language and culrure may 
be needed when developing, administering, 
scoring, and interpreting test scores and mak
ing decisions based on test scores. Language 
proficiency rem, if appropriately designed 
and used, are an obvious exception ro rhis 
concern because they are intended to meas
ure familiarity with the language of rhe rest 
as required in educacional an<l ocher sercings. 

Individuals who are bilingual can vary 
considerably in their ability to speak, write, 
comprehend aurally, and read in each lan
guage. These abilities are affected by the 
social or functional siruarions of communica
tion. Some people develop socially and cul
turally acceptable ways of speaking that 
combine two or more languages simultane
ously. Other individuals familiar with two 
languages may perform more slowly, less effi
cien rly, and at rimes less accurarely on prob-

!em-solving tasks chat are administered in 

the less familiar language. Language domi
nance is not necessarily an indicator of lan
guage competence in raking a test, and some 
accommodation may be necessary even when 
administering the test in the more familiar 
language. Therefore it is important to consid
~r language background in developing, select
ing, and administering tests and in interpreting 
test performance. Consequently, for example, 
test norms based on native speakers of English 
either should not be used with individuals 
whose first language is nor English or such 
individuals' test results should be interpreted 
as reflecting in part current level of English 
proficiency rather than ability, potential, apti
tude or personality characteristics or sympto
matology. In cases where a language-oriented 
test is inappropriate due ro the rest takers' 
limited proficiency in that language, a non
verbal test may be a suitable alternative. 

Where effective job performance requires 
the ability to communicate in the language of 
the test, persons who do not have adequate 
proficiency in that language may perform poor
ly on the rest, on rhe job, or both. In rhat case, 
the tests used for prediction of future job per
formance appropriately would be administered 
in the language of the job, as long as the lan
guage level needed for the rest did nor exceed 
the level needed to meet work requirements. 
Test users should understand tha·t poor rest 
performance, as well as poor job performance, 
may result from poor language proficiency 
rather than orher deficiencies. 

Many issues addressed in rhis chapter are 
also relevant to testing individuals who have 
unique linguistic characteristics due to dis
abilities such as deafness and/or blindness. 
For example, issues regarding test translation 
and adaptation are applicable to American 
Sign Language (ASL) versions of traditional 
rests. It should be noted, however, chat ASL is 

91 
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TESTING INDIVIDUALS OF DIVERSE LINGUISTIC BACKGROUNDS/ PART II 

not only a different language but is also a 
different mode of communication. Also, indi
viduals with disabilities may require modifica
tions in test administration procedures similar 
to rhose required by non-native speakers. A 
more specific discussion of testing individuals 
with disabilities is provided in chapter 10. 

Issues discussed in earlier chapters, in 
particular chapters 1-5, including validity of 
test score inferences, test reliability, and test 
development and administrarion are germane 
to this chapter. The present chapter extends 
these discussions, emphasizing the impor
tance of recognizing the possible impact of 
language abilities and skills on test perform
ance. There may be legal requirements relevant 
to the testing of individuals with different lan
guage backgrounds. The standards in chis 
chapter are intended to be applied in a manner 
consistent with those requirements. 

Test Translation, Adaptation, and 
Modification 
Testing rest takers in their primary language 
may be necessary in order to draw valid infer
ences based on their test scores. Thus, language 
modifications are often needed. Translating a 
test to the primary language represents one 
such modification. However, a number of 
hazards need to be avoided when doing this 
sort of translation. One cannot simply 
assume that such a translation produces aver
sion of the test that is equivalent in content, 
difficulty levd, reliability, and validity to the 
original untranslated version. Furrher, one 
cannot assume that test takers' relevant accul
turation experiences are comparable across 
the two versions. Also, many words have dif
ferent frequency rates or difficulty levels in 
various languages. Therefore, words in two 
languages char appear to be close in meaning 
may differ significantly in ways that seriously 
impact the translated test for the intended 
test use. Additionally, the test content of the 
translated version may nor be equivalent ro 

92 

that of che original version. For example, a 
test of reading skills in language A chat is 
translated to serve as a rest of reading skills in 
language B may include content nor equally 
meaningful or appropriate for people who 
read only language B. 

For the purposes of test rranslation and 
adaptation for use with test takers whose first 
language is nor rhe language of the rest, back 
translation is not recommended as a stand
alone procedure. It may provide an artificial 
similarity of meaning across languages but not 
the best version in the new language. In most 
situations, an iterative process more akin to test 
development and validation is suggested to 

ensure chat similar constructs are measured 
across versions. When tesr forms in two or 
more languages are developed concurrently, it 
is generally d~irable chat some items originate 
in each of the languages involved. The decision 
as to whether to use the standard original lan
guage tesr or an adapted version is a complex 
matter. Issues char may have an impact on this 
decision are discussed in the next section. 

Other strategies of rest modification may 
be appropriate when the rest raker's primary 
language is not the language of the rest. These 
include modifying aspects of the test or the 
test administration procedure such as the 
presentation format, che response format, the 
rime allowed ro complete the test, the test 
secring (individual administration instead of 
group testing), and rhe use of only those por
tions of the cesc chat are appropriate for rhe 
level of language proficiency of the test taker. 
If modificarions are made to the presentation 
or response format of the test, it may sometimes 
be appropriate for rhe modified rest to be 
field tested with an adequate population sam
ple prior to use with its intended population. 

Issues of Equivalence 
The term equivalence, as used here, refers co 
the degree co which test scores can be used 
to make comparable inferences for different 
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PA.RT II / TESTING INDIVIDUALS OF DIVERSE LINGUISTIC BACKGROUNDS 

examinees. ~/hen tests are designed for and 
used with linguistically homogeneous popu
lations, issues of equivalence are relatively 
straightforward (for example, see chapters 
1 and 4). If an individual examinee can be 
demonstrated to belong co the population 
for which the test was designed, then adher
ing to standard procedures of test adminis
tration and interpretation is expected to 
lead to reliable and valid inferences based 
on the examinee's test score. When a test is 
intended for use with test takers who differ 
linguistically from those for whom the test 
was designed, establishing equivalence poses 
a greater challenge. In general, the linguistic 
and cultural characteristics of the intended 
examinee population should be reflected 
in examinee samples used throughout the 
processes of test design, validation, and 
norming. At each of these stages of test 
development and standardization, distinct 
linguistic groups should receive the same 
level of specific attention. The inclusion of 
proportional representation of linguistic 
subgroups in aggregate standardization and 
validation samples may be insufficient to 

assure equivalence across linguistic groups. 
Issues associated with construct equiva

lence are perhaps most fundamental. One 
may question whether the test score for a 
particular individual represents that individ
ual's standing with respect to the same con
struct as is measured in the target population. 
For example, among non-native speakers 
of the language of the test, one may not 
know whether a test designed to measure 
primarily academic achievement becomes in 
whole or in part a measure of proficiency in 
che language of the test. There are several 
psychometric techniques that can be used 
to determine the equivalence of constructs 
across groups, including confirmatory factor 
analysis, analysis of data contained in multi
method-multitrait matrices and the equiva
lence of responsiveness of the groups to 

experimental manipulations. These tech-

niques may be supplemented with logical 
analyses of the results based on knowledge 
of the linguistic characteristics of the test 
talcer's population of origin. 

Other types of equivalence also need to 

be considered when testing individuals from 
different linguistic backgrounds. Functional 
equivalence addresses the question of whether 
simiiar activities or behaviors measured by a 
test have the same meaning in different cul
tural or linguistic groups. Translation equiva
lence requires that the translated or adapted 
test be comparable in content to the original 
test; it was addressed above in the discussion 
of test translation and adaptation. Metric 
equivalence concerns the issue of whether 
scores from the same test administered in dif
ferent languages have comparable psycho
metric properties. For example, with metric 
equivalence, a score of 50 on test X in lan
guage A is interpretable in the same way as a 
score of 50 on test X in language B. In gener
al, metric equivalence will be limited to par
ticular contexts, examince groups, and types 
of interpretations. 

Language Proficiency Testing 
Consideration of relevant within-linguistic 
group differences is crucial in determining 
appropriate test interpretation and decision 
making in educational programs and in some 
professional applications of individualized 
tests. For example, individuals whose first 
language is not the language of the test may 
vary considerably in their proficiency along a 
continuum from those who have no knowl
edge of the language of the test to those who 
are fluent in it and knowledgeable of the cor
responding culture. Further, a demographic 
proxy such as Mexican or German is likely to 
prove insufficient in determining the lan
guage of test administration because members 
of the same cultural group may vary widely in 
their degree of acculturation, proficiency in 
the language of the test, familiariry with 
words and syntax in their native languages, 
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educational background, familiarity with tests 
and test-taking skills, and ocher factors chat 
may significandy affect the reliability and 
validity of inferences drawn from test scores. 
Thus, it is essential chat individual differences 
chat may affect test performance be taken 
inco account when resting individuals of 
differing linguistic backgrounds. 

The need exists ro consider both lan
guage dominance and language proficiency. 
Srandardized rests that assess multiple 
domains in a given language can be helpful 
in determining language dominance and 
proficiency. The person conducting the test
ing first should obtain information about 
the language in which the examinee is 
dominant (i.e., the preferred or salient lan
guage). Following chis determination of 
dominance, che examinee's level of profi
ciency in the dominant language should be 
established. If the languages are similarly 
dominant, then proficiency should be estab
lished for both (or all) languages. Then the 
rest should be administered in the most 
proficient language if available (unless the 
purpose of the testing is to determine profi
ciency in the language of the test). However, 
testing individuals in their dominant lan
guage alone is no panacea because, as sug
gested above, a bilingual individual's rwo 
languages are likely to be specialized by 
domain (e.g., the first language is used in 
the context of home, religious practices, 
and native culture, whereas the second lan
guage is used in the context of school, 
work, television, and mainstream culture). 
Thus, a test in either language by itself will 
likely measure some domains and miss out 
on others. In such situations, testing in 
both languages (i.e., rhe dominant language 
and the language in which the test taker is 
most proficient) may be necessary, provided 
appropriate tests are available. If assessment 
in both languages is carried ouc, careful 
consideration should be given to the possi
bility of order effects. 
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Because scudenrs are expected to acquire 
proficiency in the language used in schools 
that is appropriate to their ages and educa
tional levels, tesrs suitable for assessing their 
progress in char language are needed. For 
example, some tests, especially paper-and
pencil measures, rhar are prepared for stu
dents of English as a foreign language may 
nor be particularly useful if rhey place insuffi
cient emphasis on the assessment of impor
tant listening and speaking skills. Measures of 
competency in all relevant English language 
skills (e.g., communicative competence, liter
acy, grammar, pronunciation, and compre
hension) are likely to be most valuable in the 
school conrexc. 

Observing students' speech in naturalis
tic situations can provide additional informa
tion about their proficiency in a language. 
However, findings from naturalistic observa
tions may not be sufficient to judge students' 
ability to function in that language in for
mal, academically oriented situations (e.g., 
classrooms). For example, it is not appropri
ate co base judgments of a child's ability to 
benefit from instruction in one language 
solely on language fluency observed in speech 
use on the playground. Nor is it appropri
ate to base judgments of a person's ability to 
perform a job on assessments of formal lan
guage usage, if formal language usage is 
nor linked to job performance. 

In general, there are special difficulties 
attendant upon the use of a test with individ
uals who have not had an adequate opportu
nity to learn the language used by the test. 
When a test is used co inform a decision 
process chat has a broad impact, it may be 
important for che rest user co review the test 
itself and co consider the possible use of 
alternative information-gathering tools (e.g., 
additional tests, sources of observational 
information, modified forms of the chosen 
test) to ensure that the information obrained 
is adequate to the intended purpose. Reviews 
of chis kind may sometimes reveal the need 
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to create a formal adaptation of a test or to 

develop a new test that is suitable for the spe
cific linguistic characteristics of the individu
als being tested. 

Testing Bilingual Individuals 
Test use with examinees who are bilingual 
also poses special challenges. An individual 
who knows two languages may not test well 
in either language. As an example, children 
from homes where parents speak Spanish may 
be able to understand Spanish but express 
themselves best in English. In addition, some 
persons who are bilingual use their native 
language in most social situations and use 
English primarily for academic and work
related activities; the use of one or both 
languages depends on the nature of the sit
uation. As another example, proficiencies in 
conversational English and written English 
can often differ. Non-native English speakers 
who may give the impression of being fluem 
in conversational English may not be compe
tenr in taking tests that require English litera
cy skills. Thus, an understanding of an 
individual's type and degree of bilingualism 
is important to proper test use. 

Administration and Examiner 
Variables 
When an exarninee cannot be assumed co 
belong to the cultural or linguistic population 
upon which the test was standardized, then 
use of standardized administration procedures 
may not provide a comparable administration 
of che test for that examinee. In this situation, 
the fundamental principle of sound practice 
is that examinees, regardless of background, 
should be provided with an adequate oppor
tunity to complete the test and demonstrate 
their level of competence on the attributes 
the test is intended to measure. There may 
be, however, complex interactions among 
examiner, examinee, and situational variables 

that require careful attention on the part 
of the practitioner administering the test. 
Factors that may affect the performance of 
the examinee include the cultural and linguis
tic background of both the examiner and 
examinee; the gender and testing style of the 
examiner; the level of acculturation of the 
examinee and examiner; whether the test is 
administered in the original language of the 
test, the examinee's primary language, or 
whether both languages are used (and if so 
in what order); the time limits of the testing; 
and whether a bilingual interpreter is used. 

Use of Interpreters in Testing 
Ideally, when an adequately rranslared version 
of the test or a suitable nonverbal test is 
unavailable, assessment of individuals with 
limited proficiency in the language of the rest 
should be conducted by a professionally 
trained bilingual examiner. The bilingual 
examiner should be proficient in the language 
of the examinee at rhe level of a professional 
trained in that language. When a bilingual 
examiner is not available, an alternative is to 

use an interpreter in the testing process and 
administer the test in the examinee's native 
language. Although a commonly used proce
dure, this practice has some inherent difficul
ties. For example, there may be a lack of 
linguistic and cultural equivalence between 
the translation and the original test, the trans
lator or the interpreter may not be adequately 
trained to work in the testing situation, and 
representative norms may not be available to 

score and interpret the test results appropri
ately. These difficulries may pose significant 
threats to the validity of inferences based on 
test results. 

When the need for an interpreter arises 
for a particular testing situation, it is impor
tant to obtain a fully qualified interpreter to 
assist the examiner in administering the test. 
The most important consideration in testing 
with the services of an interpreter is the inter-
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prerer's ability and preparedness in carrying 
our rhe required dmies during resting. The 
interpreter obviously needs to be fluent in 
both the language of rhe rest and the exami
nee's native language and have general famil
iarity with the process of translating. To be 
effective, the interpreter also needs to have a 
basic understanding of the process of psycho
logical and educational assessment, including 
rhe importance of following standardized pro
cedures, the importance of accurately convey
ing to the examiner an examinee's actual 
responses, and the role and responsibilities of 
the interpreter in testing. Additionally, it is 
inappropriate for the interpreter to have any 
prior personal relationship with the rest raker 
that is likely to jeopardize the objectivity of 
the test administration. However, in small 
linguistic or cultural communities, speakers 
of the alternate languages are often known to 

each ocher. Therefore, in such cases, it is the 
responsibility of the rest user or examiner to 
ensure that the interpreter has received ade
quate instruction in the principles of objec
tive test administration and to assess 
preexisting biases so that test interpretations 
can take such factors into account. If clear 
biases are evident and cannot be ameliorated, 
then the =miner should make arrangements 
to obtain another incerprerer. 

Whenever proficiency in the language of 
the rest is essential co job performance, use of 
a translator to assist a candidate with licen
sure, cerrificacion, or civil service examina
tions should be permitted only when it will 
not compromise standards designed to pro
tect public health, safety, and welfare. When 
a rranslator is permitted, it also is essential 
that the candidate not receive help interpret
ing the content of che rest or any ocher assis
tance chat would compromise rhe integrity 
of the licensure or certification decision. 
Creation of audio capes char enable a candidate 
to listen to each question being read in the 
language of che rest may be more appropriate 
when such an accommodation is justified. 
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In educational and psychological resting, 
it may be appropriate for an interpreter to 
become familiar with all details of test con
rem and administration prior to the testing. 
Also, time needs to be provided for the inter
preter to translate test instructions and items, 
if necessary. In psychological resting, it is 
often desirable for the examiner to demon
strate for the interpreter how certain test 
items are administered and explain what 
to expect during resting. In addition, it is 
important that, prior co the testing, the 
examiner and the interpreter become familiar 
with each ocher's style of speaking and the 
speed at which they work. Immediately prior 
co rhe assessment, the role of the interpreter 
needs to be explained clearly co the examinee. 
Ir is essential that the interpreter make all 
efforts to provide accurate information in 
translation. The interpreter must reflect a 
professional attitude and maintain objectivity 
throughout the testing process (e.g., not 
interject subjective opinions, nor give cues co 
the examinee). Once the resring is completed, 
rhe examiner is re,ponsible for reviewing the 
cesc responses with rhe assistance of the inter
preter. Responses that are difficult to interpret 
(e.g., vocabulary words), nontesr behaviors 
char might have special meanings (e.g., body 
language), as well as language factors (e.g., 
mixed use of two languages) and cultural fac
tors chat might have an effect on testing 
results need to be discussed fully. This infor
mation is co be used then by the examiner in 
carefully evaluating the rest results and draw
ing inferences from the results. 

Cultural Differences and Individual 
Testing 
Linguistic behavior chat may appear eccentric 
or be judged to be less appropriate in one cul
ture may be seen as more appropriate in 
another culture and may need to be taken 
into account during the testing process. For 
example, children or adults from some cul-
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tures may be reluctant to speak in elaborate 
language ro adults or people in higher status 
roles and instead may be encouraged to speak 
to such persons only in response to specific 
questions or with formulaic utterances. Thus, 
when tested, such rest takers may respond to 
an examiner probing for elaborate speech 
with only shore phrases or by shrugging their 
shoulders. Interpretations of scores resulting 
from such rescing may prove ro be inaccurate 
if this tendency is not properly taken inro 
consideration. At the same time, the examiner 
should not presume that their reticence is 
necessarily a cultural characteristic. Additional 
information (e.g., prior observations or a 
family member's consultation) may be needed 
to discuss the extent of culture's possible 
influence on linguistic performance. 

The values associated with the nature 
and degree of verbal output also may differ 
across cultures. One cultural group may judge 
verbosiry or rapid speech as rude, whereas 
another may regard chose speech patterns as 
indications of high mental abiliry or friendli
ness. An individual from one culture who is 
evaluated with values appropriate to another 
culture may be considered taciturn, with
drawn, or of low mental ability. Resulting 
interpretations and prescriptions of treatment 
may be invalid and potentially harmful to the 
individual being tesred. 

Standard 9.1 
Testing practice should be designed to 
reduce threats to the reliability and validity 
of test score inferences that may arise from 
language differences. 

Comment: Some rests are inappropriate for 
use with individuals whose knowledge of 
the language of che test is questionable. 
Assessment methods together with careful 
professional judgment are required to deter
mine when language differences are relevanr. 
Test users can judge how best to address this 
standard in a particular resring situation. 

Standard 9.2 
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 popu
lation as a whole. 

Comment: Linguistic subgroups may be found 
to differ with respect to appropriateness of 
test content, the internal structure of their 
test responses, the relation of their test scores 
to other variables, or the response processes 
employed by individual examinees. Any such 
findings need to receive due consideration in 
che 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 sub
group analyses may not be feasible due ro the 
limited number of cases available. Data may 
sometimes be accumulated so chat these 
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analyses can be performed after the test has 
been in use for a period of time. It is impor
tant ro nore chat chis standard calls for more 
than representativeness in the selection of 
samples used for validation or norming stud
ies. Richer, it calls for separate, parallel analy
ses of data for members of different linguistic 
groups, sample sizes permitting. If a rest is 
being used while such dara are being collecc
ed, then cautionary statements are in order 
regarding the limitations of interpretations 
based on test scores. 

Standard 9.3 
When testing an examinee proficient in two 
or more languages for which the test is avail
able, the examinee's relative language profi
ciencies should be determined. The test 
generally should be administered in the test 

ta1:er's m~st proficient language, unless pro
ficiency m the less proficient language is 
part of the assessment. 

Commmt: Unless the purpose of the t{sting 
is to determine proficiency in a particular 
language or the level oflanguage proficiency 
required for the test is a work requirement, 
rest users need co rake inro account the lin
guistic 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 construcc-irrelevanc compo
nems co the measurement process. For exam
ple, in educational settings, testing in boch 
the language used in school and che native 
~anguage of the examinee may be necessary 
m order co determine che optimal kind of 
instruction required by the examinee. 
Professional judgement needs to be used to 

determine the most appropriate procedures 
for establishing relative language proficien
cies. Such procedures may range from self-

'· identification by examinees through formal 
proficiency testing. 
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Standard 9.4 
Linguistic modifications recommended by 
test publishers, as well as the rationale for 
the modifications, should be described in 
detail in the test manual. 

Comment: Linguistic modifications may be 
recommended for the original test in the pri
mary language or for an adapted version in a 
secondary language, or both. In any case, the 
test manual should provide appropriate infor
mation regarding the recommended modifi
cations, their rationales, and the appropriate 
use of scores obtained using these linguistic 
modifications. 

Standard 9.5 
When there is credible evidence of score 
comparability across regular and modified 
tests or administrations, no flag should be 
attached to a score. When such evidence 
is lacking, specific information about the 
nature of the modification should be 
provided, if permitted by law, to assist 
test users properly to interpret and act 
on test scores. 

Comment: The inclusion of a flag on a test 
score where a linguistic modification was 
provided may conflict with legal and social 
policy goals promoting fairness in che treat
ment of individuals of diverse linguistic 
backgrounds. If a score from a modified 
administration is comparable to a score from 
a nonmodified administration, rhere is no 
need for a flag. Similarly, if a modification 
is provided for which there is no reasonable 
basis for believing chat the modification 
would affect score comparability, ther<= is no 
need for a flag. Further, reporting practices 
chat use asterisks or other non-specific sym
bols to indicate that a rest's administration 
has been modified provide little useful infor
mation co test users. 
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Standard 9.6 
When a test is recommended for use with 
linguistically diverse test takers, test develop
ers and publishers should provide the infor
mation necessary for appropriate test use 
and interpretation. 

Comment: Test developers should include in 
test manuals and in instructions for score 
interpretation explicit statements about the 
applicability of the test with individuals who 
are not native speakers of the original lan
guage of the test. However, it should be rec
ognized chat resr developers and publishers 
seldom will find it feasible ro conduct studies 
specific to the large number of linguistic 
groups found in certain countries. 

Standard 9.7 
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 evi
dence should be provided for score reliability 
and the validity of the tra.7.Slated test's score 
inferences for the uses intended in the lin
guistic groups to be tested. 

Comment: 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 
esrablished with members of each of these 
groups separately where feasible. In addition, 
the test translation methods used need to be 
described in derail. 

Standard 9.8 
In employment and credentialing testing, 
the proficiency level required in the lan
guage of the test should not exceed that 
appropriate to the relevant occupation or 
profession. 

Comment: Many occupations and professions 
require a suitable facility in the language of 
che rest. In such cases, a test chat is used as a 
part of selection, advancement, or credential
ing may appropriately reflect that aspect of 
performance. However, che level of language 

proficiency required on the test should be no 
greater than the level needed to meet work 
requirements. Similarly, the modality in 
which language proficiency is assessed should 
be comparable to that on the job. For exam
ple, if the job requires only that employees 
understand verbal instructions in che lan
guage used on the job, it would be inap
propriate for a selection test ro require 
proficiency in reading and writing that 
particular language. 

Standard 9.9 
When multiple language versions of a test 
are intended to be comparable, test develop
ers should report evidence of test compara
bility. 

Comment: Evidence of test comparability may 
include bur is not limited to evidence chat the 
different language versions measure equiva
lent or similar constructs, and char score relia
bility and the validity of inferences from 
scores from che two versions are comparable. 

Standard 9.1 O 
Inferences about test takers' general lan
guage proficiency should be based on tests 
that measure a range of language features, 
and not on a single linguistic skill. 

Comment: For example, a multiple-choice, 
pencil-and-paper test of vocabulary does not 
indicate how well a person understands the 
language when spoken nor how well the per
son speaks the language. However, rhe test 
score might be helpful in determining how 
well a person understands some aspects of 
the written language. In making educational 
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placement decisions, a more complete 
range of communicative abilities (e.g., 
word knowledge, syncax) will typically 
need to be assessed. 

Standard 9.11 
When an interpreter is used in testing, the 
interpreter should be fluent in both the lan
guage of the test and the examinee's native 
language, should have expertise in translat
ing, and should have a basic understanding 
of the assessment process. 

Comment: Although individuals with limited 
proficiency in the language of the test should 
ideally be reseed by professionally trained 
bilingual examiners, the use of an interpreter 
may be necessary in some situations. If an 
interpreter is required, the professional exam
iner is responsible for ensuring that the inter
preter has the appropriate qualifications, 
experience, and preparation to assist appro
priately in the administration of the test. It is 
necessary for rhe interpreter to understand 
the importance of following standardized 
procedi.Ires, how testing is conducted typically, 
the importance of accurately conveying co the 
examiner an examinee's actual responses, and 
the role and responsibilities of the interpreter 
in testing. 
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DISABILITIES 

Background 
With the advancement of scientific knowledge, 
medical practices, and social policies, increasing 
numbers of individuals with disabilities are par

ticipating more fully in educational, employ

ment, and social activities. This increased 
participation has resulted in a greater need for 

the resting and assessment of individuals with 
disabilities for a variety of purposes. Individuals 

with disabilities are defined as persons pos

sessing a physical, mental, or developmental 
impairment char substantially limits one or 
more of their major life activities. Although 
the Standards focus on technical and profes

sional issues regarding che resting of individu

als with disabilities, test developers and users 
are encouraged co become familiar with federal, 

scare, and local laws, and court and adminis

trative rulings char regulate che resting and 

assessment of individuals with disabilities. 

Tests are ad.ministered co individuals with 
disabilities in various settings and for diverse 

pur~oses. For example, rests are used for diag
nosuc purposes to determine che existence and 
narure of a test raker's disabilities. T escing is also 
conducted for prescriptive purposes co deter
mine intervention plans. In addition, tests are 
administered co persons who have been diag
nosed with identified disabilities for educational 

and employment purposes co make placement, 
seieccion, or other similar decisions, or for 
monitoring performance as a cool for educa
tional accountability. These uses of rests for 
persons with disabilities occur in a variety of 
contex_ts including school, clinical, counseling, 
forensic, employment, and credentialing. 

Issues Regarding Accommodation 
When Testing Individuals With 
Disabilities 
A major issue when resting individuals with 
disabilities concerns che use of accommoda-

cions, modifications, or adaptations. The pur
pose of these accommodations or modifications 
is co minimize the impact of test-raker attributes 
char are nor relevant co the construct chat is the 
primary focus of the assessment. The terms 

accommodation and modification have varying 

connotations in different subfields. Here 
accommodation is used as the general term for 

any action taken in response co a determination 
chat an individual's disability requires a departure 

from established resting prorocol. Depending on 
circumstances, such accommodation may include 
modification of test administration processes or 
modification of rest content. No connotation 
char modification implies a change in che con

scrucc(s) being measured is intended. 
A standardized rest char has been designed 

for use wich the general population may be 

inappropriate for use for individuals with specific 

disabilities if the rest requires the use of sensory, 

motor, language, or psychological skills char are 

affected by the disability and char ace nor rele
vant to the focal construct. For example, a person 
who is blind may read only in Braille format, 

and an individual with hemiplegia may be 
unable to hold a pencil and thus would have 
difficulty completing a standard written exam. 
In addition, some individuals with disabilities 
may possess ocher attendant characteristics 

(e.g., a person wich a physical disability may 

fatigue easily), causing chem to be further chal
lenged by some standardized testing situations. 
In these examples, if reading, use of a p~ncil, 
and farigue are incidental ro the construct 
intended to be measured by the rest, modifica
tions of tests and cesr administration procedures 
may be necessary for an accurate assessment. 

Note also that accommodations are not 
needed or appropriate under a variety of cir
cumstances. First, che disability may, in fact, 
be direccly relevant co the focal construct. For 
example, no accommodation is appropriate 
for a person who is completely blind if che 
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test is designed to measure visual spatial ability. 

Similarly, in employment cesring it would be 

inappropriate to make rest modifications if the 
test is designed co assess essential skills required 
for the job and the modifications would fun

damentally alter the constructs being measured. 
Second, an accommodation for a particular 

disability is inappropriate when the purpose of 
a test is to diagnose the presence and degree of 

char disability. For example, allowing extra 

time on a timed test to assess the existence of a 

specific learning disability would make it very 
difficult to determine if a processing difficulty 
actually exists. Third, it is important to note 
that nor all individuals wirh disabilities require 
special provisions when taking all tests. Many 
individuals have disabilities chat would nor 
influence their performance on a particular 
test, and hence no modification is needed. 

Professional judgment necessarily plays a 

substantial role in decisions about test accom

modations. Judgment comes into play in deter

mining whether a particular individual needs 

accommodation and the nature and extent of 

such accommodation. In some circumstances, 

individuals with disabilities request resting 

accommodations and provide appropriate doc
umentation in support of the requesr. Generally 
rhe request is reviewed by the agency sponsor
ing the assessment or an outside source knowl

edgeable about the assessment process and the 
cype of disability. In either case, a conclusion is 

drawn as ro what constitutes reasonable accom

modation. Disagreement may arise between 
the accommodation requested by an individual 
with a disability and the granted accommoda
tion. In these situations, and co che extent per
mitted by law, the overarching concern is the 
validity of the inference made from the score 
on the modified test: fairness ro all parties is 
best served by a decision about test modifica
tion that results in the most accurate measure 
possible of the construct of interest. The role 
of professional judgment is further complicat-

,. ed by rhe fact that empirical research on test 

accommodations is often lacking. 
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When modifying rests it is also important 
to recognize that individuals with the same cype 
of disability may differ considerably in their need 
for accommodation. A central consideration in 
determining a rest modification for a disability 

is to recognize that the modifications should be 
tailored directly ro the specific needs of individual 
test takers. As an example, it would be incorrect 
to make rhe assumption that all individuals with 

visual impairments would be successfully 

accommodated by providing testing materials 
in Braille format. Depending on the extent of 

the disability, it may be more appropriate for 
some individuals co receive resting materials 
written in large prim, while others might need 
a tape cassette or reader. 

As test modificarions involve altering some 
aspecr of a test originally developed for use wirh 
a target population, it is important to recognize 

that making rhese alterations has the potential 
to affect the psychometric qualities of the test. 

There have been few empirical investigarions 

into the effects of various accommodations on 

the reliability of test scores or the validity of 

inferences drawn from modified tests. Due to a 

number of practical limitations (e.g., small 

sample size, nonrandom selection of test takers 
with disabilities), there is no precise, technical 
solution available for equating modified tests to 

the original form of these tests. Thus it is diffi
cult ro compare scores from a test modified for 

persons with disabilities with scores from the 

original rest. 
Modifications designed to accommodate 

persons with disabilities also may change the 
construct measured by the test, or the extent 
to which it is fully measured. For example, a 
test of oral comprehension may become a test 
of reading comprehension when administered 
in written format to a person who is deaf or 
hard of hearing. Such a change in rest admin
istration may alter the construct being measured 
by the original test. When this occurs, the scores 
on the standard and modified versions of che 

test will not have the same meaning. Similarly, 
modification of test administration may also 
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alcer the predictive value of test scores. For 

example, when a speed test is administered 

with relaxed time requiremencs to a person with 

a disability, the relationship of test scores to cri
ceria such as job performance may be affected. 

Appropriate professional judgment should be 
exercised in interpreting and using scores on 

modified tests. 

Some modified tests, with accompanying 

research to support the appropriate modifica-

. cions, have been available for a number of years. 

Although the development of tescs and testing 

procedures for individuals with disabilities is 

encouraged by the Standdrds, it should be noted 

thac all relevant individual standards given else

where in this document are fully applicable to 
the testing applications and modifications or 

accommodations considered in chis chapter. 

Issues of validity and reliability are critic.al when

ever modifications or accommodations occur. 

Strategies of Test Modification 
A variety of test modification strategies have 

beens-implemented in various settings co accom

modate the needs of test takers with disabilities. 

Some require modifying test administration 
procedures (e.g., instructions, response format) 

while ochers alter test medium, timing, set

tings, or content. Depending on the nature and 

extent of the disability, one or more test modi

fication procedures may be appropriate for a 

particular individual. The listing here of a vari

ety of modification strategies should not sug

gcsc chat the full array of strategics is routinely 
available or appropriate; the decision co modify 

rescs on a determinacion that modification is 
needed co make valid inferences abouc the indi
vidual's standing on chc construct in question. 

MODIFYING PRESENTATION FORMAT 

One modification opcion is co aher che 
medium used to present the test instructions 

and items to the cest takers. For example, a 

test booklet may be produced in Braille or 
large print for individuals with visual impair

ments. When cescs are computer-administered, 

larger foms or oversized computer screens may 

be used. Individuals with a hearing disability 

may receive test instructions through the use 

of sign communication or writing. 

MODIFYING RESPONSE FORMAT 

Modifications also can be made ro allow 

individuals with disabilities to respond to test 

items using their preferred communication 

modality. For example, an individual with severe 

language deficics might be allowed to point to 

the preferred response. A test raker who cannot 

manually record answers to test items or ques

tions may be assisted by an aide who would mark 

the answer. Ocher ways of obtaining a response 

include having the respondent use a rape record
er, a computer keyboard, or a Braillewriter. 

MODIFYING TIMING 

Another modification available is to alter 

the timing of cescs. This may include extended 

time to complete the test, more breaks during 

tescing, or extended testing sessions over sever

al days. Many national testing programs (e.g., 

achievement, certification) allow ·persons with 

disabilities additional time to cake the cesc. 

Reading Braille, using a cassette recorder, or 

having a reader may take longer than reading 

regular print. Reading large type may or may 
not be more cime-consuming, depending on 

the layout of the material and on the nature 
and severity of che impairment. 

MODIFYING TEST SETTING 

Tescs normally adminiscered in group set

tings may be administered individually for a 
variety of purposes. Individual adminimation 

may avoid interference with others taking a 
test in a group. Some disabilities (e.g., atten
tion deficit disorder) make it impractical to 

test in a group setting. Other alterations may 
include changing the testing location if it is 
not wheelchair accessible, providing tables or 
chairs that provide greater physic.al support, or 
altering the lighting conditions for individuals 

who are visually impaired. 
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USING ONLY PORTIONS Of A TEST 

Another strategy of test accommodation 
involves the use of portions of a rest in assess
ing persons with disabilities. These procedures 
are sometimes used in clinical testing when cer
tain subparrs of a test require physical, sensory, 
language, or other capabilities that a test raker 
with disabilities does not have. This apptoach 
is commonly used in cognitive and achievement 
resting when the physical or sensory limitations 
of an individual interfere with the ability co per
form on a test. For example, if a cognitive ability 
test includes items presented orally combined 
with items presented in a written fashion, the 
orally-presented items might be omitted when 
the test is given to an individual with a hearing 
disability as they will not provide an adequate 
assessment of that individual's cognitive ability. 
Results on such items are more likely co reflect 
the individual's hearing difficulty rather than 
his or her true cognitive ability. Although 
omitting test items may represent an effective 
accommodation technique, it may also prevent 
the test from adequately measuring the intend
ed skills or abilities, especially if those skills or 

abilities are of central interest. For example, it 
should be noted that eliminating a portion of 
the test may not be appropriate in situations 
such as certification testing and employment 
testing where the construct measured by the 
each portion may represent a separate and nec
essary job or occupational requirement. 

USING SUBSTIWTE TESTS OR Ai.TERNATE AssESSMENTS 
One additional modification is to 

replace a rest standardized on the general 
population with a test or alternate assessment 
that has been specially designed for individu
als with disabilities. More valid results may 
be obtained through the use of a test specifi
cally designed for use with individuals with 
disabilities. Although a substitute test may 
represent a desirable accommodation solu
tion, ir may be difficult ro find an adequate 
replacement chat measures the same con
scruct with comparable technical quality, 
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and for which scores can be placed on the 
same scale as the original rest. 

Using Modifications in Different 
Testing Contexts 
There are important conrextual differences 
between rhe individualized use of tests, as in 
the case of clinical diagnosis, and group or 
large-scale resting, as in the case of testing for 
academic achievement, employment, creden
tialing, or admissions. 

Individual diagnostic testing is conducted 
typically for clinical or educational purposes. In 
these conrexrs a highly qualified test profession
al (e.g., a licensed or certified psychologist) is 
responsible for the entire assessment process of 
test selection, adminiscrarion, interpretation, and 
reporting of results. The test professional seeks to 
gather appropriate information about the client's 
specific disability and preferred modality of 
communication and uses this information ro 
determine the accommodations appropriate for 
rhe rest taker. During the assessment process, 
any modified rests are used along with other 
assessment methods to collect data about the 
client's functioning in relevant areas. Inferences 
are then made based on chis multitude of infor
mation. Test modifications may be used during 
asse.,;smem not only out of necessity but also as a 
source of clinical insight about the client's func
tioning. For example, a test taker with obsessive 
compulsive disorder may be allowed ro continue 
to complete a test item, subtest, or a total test 
beyond the standardized time limits. Although 
in such cases the performance of the test raker 
cannot be judged according to the standardized 
scoring standards, the face that the test taker 
could produce a successful performance with 
extra time often aids clinical interpretation. 

The use of test modifications in large-scale 
testing is different, however. Large-scale resting 
is used for purposes such as measurement of 
academic achievement, program evaluation, 
credentialing, licensure, and employment. In 
these contexts, a standardized test usually is 
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adminiscered co all test participants. Large 
numbers of test takers are not uncommon, and 
decisions may in some cases be made solely on 
the basis of test information, as in the case of 
a test used as an initial screening device in an 
employment context. In some cases, decision 
making requires the comparison of test takers, 
as in selection or admission contexts where the 
number of applicants may greatly exceed the 
number of available openings. This context 
highlights the need for concern for fairness to 
all parties, as comparisons must be made be
tween test scores obtained by individuals with 
disabilities raking modified tests and scores 
obtained by individuals under regular condi
tions. While test takers should not be disad
vantaged due to a disability not relevant to rhe 
construct the test is intended to assess, the 
resulting a=mmodation should not put rhose 
raking a modified test at an undue advantage 
over those tested under regular conditions. As 
research on the comparability of scores under 
regular and modified conditions is sometimes 
limited, decisions about appropriate accommo
dation in these contexts involve important and 
difficult professional judgments. 

Reporting Scores on Modified Tests 
The practice of reporting scores on modified 
cescs varies in different contexts. In individual 
testing, the test professional commonly re
ports when tests have been administered in a 
nonstandardized fashion when providing test 
scores. Typically, the steps used in making test 
accommodations or modifications are described 
in the test report, and the validity of the infer
ences resulting from the modified test scores is 
discussed. This practice of reporting the nature 
of modifications is consistent with implied re
quirements co communicate information as to 
the nature of the assessment process if the mod
ifications impact the reliability of test scores or 
the validity of inferences drawn from test scores. 

On the other hand, the reporting of test 
scores from modified tests in large-scale test-

ing has created considerable debate. Ofren 
when scores from a nonsrandardized version 
of a rest are reported, the score report con
tains an asterisk next to the score or some 
ocher designation, often called a flag, to indi
cate that the test administration was modi
fied. Sometimes recipients of these special 
designations are informed of the meaning of 
the designation; many times no information 
is provided about the nature of the modifica
tion made. Some argue that reporting scores 
from nonstandard test administrations with
out special identification misleads test users 
and perhaps even harms test takers with dis
abilities, whose scores may not accurately 
reflect their abilities. Others, however, argue 
that identifying scores of test takers with dis
abilities as resulting from nonstandard admin
istrations unfairly labels these test tal<ers as 
persons with disabilities, stigmatizes them, 
and may deny them the opportunity ro com
pete equally with test takers without disabili
ties when they might otherwise be able to do 
so. Federal laws and the laws of most states bar 
discrimination against persons with disabili
ties, require individualized reasonable accom
modations in testing, and limit practices that 
could stigmatize persons with disabilities, 
particularly in educational, admissions, cre
dentialing, and employment testing. 

The fundamental principles relevant 
here are that important information about 
test score meaning should not be withheld 
from rest users who interpret and act on the 
test scores, and that irrelevant information 
should not be provided. When there is suf
ficient evidence of score comparability 
across regular and modified administrations, 
there is no need for any sort of flagging. 
When such evidence is lacking, an undiffer
entiated flag provides only very limited 
information to the test user, and specific 
information about the nature of the modifi
cation is preferable, if permitted by law. 
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)STANDARDS 

Standard 10.1 
In testing individuals with disabilities, test 
developers, rest administrators, and rest 
users should take steps co ensure that the 
test score inferences accurately reflect the 
intended construct rather than any disabili
ties and their associated characteristics extra
neous to the intent of the measurement. 

Comment: Chapter l (Validity) deals more 
broadly with the critical requirement char a rest 
score reRecrs the intended construct. The need 
to attend rn rhe possibility of consrrucr-irrele
vant variance resulting from a rest taker's dis
ability is an example of this general principle. 
In some settings, test users are prohibited from 
inquiring about a test raker's disability, making 
the standard contingent on rest raker self-report 
of a disability or a need for accommodation. 

Standard 10.2 
People who make decisions about accommo
dations and test modification for individuals 
with disabilities shouJd be knowledgeable of 
existing research on the effects of the disabil
ities in question on test performance. Those 
who modify tests should also have access to 

psychometric expertise for so doing. 

Comment: In some areas there may be lircle 
known about the effects of a particular disabil
ity on performance on a parricular type of resc. 

Standard 10.3 
Where feasible, tests that have been modified 
for use with individuals with disabilities 
should be pilot tested on individuals who have 
similar disabilities to investigate the appropri
ateness and feasibility of the modifications. 

Comment: Although useful guides for modify
ing rests are available, they do nor provide a 
universal substitute for crying out a modified 
test. Even when such tryouts are conducted 
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on samples inadequate to produce norm data, 
rhey are useful for checking the mechanics of 
rhe modifications. In many circumstances, 
however, lack of ready access to individuals 
with similar disabilities, or an inability to post
pone decision making, make this unfeasible. 

Standard 10.4 
If modifications are made or recommended 
by test developers for test takers with specific 
disabilities, the modifications as well as the 
rationale for the modifications should be 
described in detail in the rest manual and 
evidence of validity should be provided 
whenever available. Unless evidence of validi
ty for a given inference has been established 
for individuals with the specific disabilities, 
test developers should issue cautionary state
ments in manuals or supplementary materi
als regarding confidence in interpretations 
based on such test scores. 

Comment: When rest developers and users 
intend char a modified version of a rest should 
be interpreted as comparable to an unmodified 
one, evidence of rest score comparability 
should be provided. 

Standard 10.5 
Technical material and manuals that accom
pany modified tests should include a careful 
statement of the steps taken to modify the 
tests to alert users to changes that are likely 
to alter the validity of inferences drawn from 
the test score. 

Comment: ff empirical evidence of the 
nature and effects of changes resulting from 
modifying standard rests is lacking, it is 
impossible to assess the impact of significant 
modifications. Documentation of the proce
dures used to modify rests will not only aid 
in the administration and interpretation of 
the given rest but will also inform others 
who are modifying rests for people wirh spe-
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cific disabilities. This standard should apply 
to both test developers and test users. 

Standard 10.6 
If a test developer recommends specific time 
limits for people with disabilities, empirical 
procedures should be used, whenever possible, 
to establish time limits for modified forms of 
timed tests rather than simply allowing test 
takers with disabilities a multiple of the stan
dard time. When possible, fatigue should be 
investigated as a potentially important factor 
when time limits are extended. 

Comment: Such empirical evidence is likely 
only in the limited settings where a sufficient 
number of individuals with similar disabilities 
are tested. Not all individuals with the same 
disability, however, necessarily require the same 
accommodation. In most cases, professional 
judgment based on available evidence regarding 
the appropriate time limits given the nature of 
an individual's disability will be the basis for 
decisions. Legal requirements may be relevant 
to any decision on absolute time limits. 

Standard 10.7 
When sample sizes permit, the validity of 
inferences made from test scores and the 
reliability of scores on tests administered to 
individuals with various disabilities should 
be investigated and reported by the agency 
or publisher that makes the modification. 
Such investigations shouid examine the 
effects of modifications made for people 
with various disabilities on resulting scores, 
as well as the effects of administering stan
dard unmodified tests to them. 

Comment: In addition to modifying tests 
and test administration procedures for people 
who have disabilities, evidence of validity for 
inferences drawn from these tests is needed. 
Validation is the only way co amass knowl
edge about the usefulness of modified tests 

STANDARDSl 

for people with disabilities. The costs of 
obtaining validity evidence should be consid
ered in light of the consequences of not having 
usable information regarding the meanings 
of scores for people with disabilities. This 
standard is feasible in the limited circum
stances where a sufficient number of individ
uals with the same level or degree of a given 
disability is available. 

Standard 10.8 
Those responsible for decisions about test 
use with potential test takers who may need 
or may request specific accommodations 
should (a) possess the information necessary 
to make an appropriate selection of meas
ures, (b) have current information regarding 
the availability of modified forms of the test 
in question, {c) inform individuals, when 
appropriate, about the existence of modified 
forms, and (d) make these forms available to 
test takers when appropriate and feasible. 

Standard 10.9 
When relying on norms as a basis for score 
interpretation in assessing individuals with 
disabilities, the norm group used depends 
upon the purpose of testing. Regular norms 
are appropriate when the purpose involves 
the test taker's functioning relative to the 
general population. If available, normative 
data &om the population of individuals with 
the same level or degree of disability should 
be used when the test taker's functioning rel
ative to individuals with similar disabilities 
is at issue. 

Standard 10.10 
Any test modifications adopted should be 
appropriate for the individual test taker, 
while maintaining all feasible standardized 
features. A test professional needs to consid
er reasonably available information about 
each test taker's experiences, characteristics, 
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and capabilities that might impact test per
formance, and document the grounds for 
the modification. 

Standard 10.11 
When there is credible evidence of score com
parability across regular and modified admin
istrations, no flag should be attached to a 
score. When such evidence is lacking, specific 
information about the nature of the modifica
tion should be provided, if permitted by law, 
to assist test users properly to interpret and 
act on test scores. 

Comment: The inclusion of a flag on a rest 
score where an accommodation for a disability 
was provided may conflict with legal and social 
policy goals promoting fairness in the treat
ment of individuals wirh disabilities. If a score 
from a modified administration is comparable 
to a score from a nonmodified administration, 
there is no need for a flag. Similarly, if a modi
fication is provided for which there is no rea

sonable basis for believing chat the modification 
would affect score comparability, there is no 
need for a flag. Further, reporting practices that 
use asterisks or other nonspecific symbols to 
indicate char a rest's administtacion has been 
modified provide little useful information co 
test users. When permitted by law, if a non
standardized administration is to be reporced 
because evidence does not exist to support 
score comparability, chen this report should 
avoid referencing the existence or nature of che 
test raker's disability and should instead report 
only the nature of the accommodation provid
ed, such as extended time for testing, che use 
of a reader, or the use of a tape recorder. 

Standard 10.12 
In testing individuals with disabilities for 
diagnostic and intervention purposes, the 
test should not be used as the sole indicator 
of the test taker's functioning. Instead, multi
ple sources of information should be used. 
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Comment: For example, when asse.ssing the 
intellectual functioning of persons with men
tal retardation, results from an individually 
adminisrered incelligence test are generally 
supplemented with ocher pertinent informa
tion, such as case history, information about 
school functioning, and results from other cog
nitive cescs and adaptive behavior measures. In 
addition, at times a multidisciplinary evalua
tion (e.g., physical, psychological, linguistic, 
neurological, ere.) may be needed co yield an 
accurate picture of che person's funcrioning. 
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11. THE RESPONSIBILITIES Of 
TEST USERS 

Background 
Previous chapters have dealt primarily with the 
responsibilities of those who develop, marker, 
evaluate, or mandate the administration of 
tests and the rights and obligarions of resr rak
ers. Many of the srandards in these chapters, 
and in the chapters rhar follow, refer ro rhe 
development of rests and their use in specific 
settings. The present chapter includes standards 
of a more general nature rhar apply in almost 
all measurement contexts. In particular, atten
tion is centered on the responsibilities of those 
who may be considered the usm of rests. This 
group includes psychologists, educators, and 
~rher professionals who select rhe specific 
msrrumenrs or supervise rest adminisrrarion
on their own authority or at the behest of oth
ers. Ir also includes all individuals who actively 
participate in the interpretation and use of rest 
results, other than the rest takers themselves. 

Ir is presumed that a legitimate educational, 
psychological, or employment purpose justifies 
the rime and expense of rest administration. In 
most settings, the user communicates this pur
pose to those who have a legitimate interest in 

the measurement process and subsequently 
conveys the implications of examinee perform
ance to those entitled to receive the information. 
Depending on the measurement setting, rhis 
group may include individual rest takers, par
ems and guardians, educators, employers, policy
makers, rhe courts, or the general public. 

Where administration of rests or use of rest 
data is mandated for a specific population by 
governmental authorities, educational insti
tutions, licensing boards, or employers, rhe 
develo_Per and user of an instrument may be 
essentially the same. In such settings, there 
ofr~n is no clear separation between rhe pro
fess1~nal responsibilities of those who produce 
the msrrument and those who administer rhe 
rest and interpret the results. Instruments pro-

duced by independent publishers, on rhe other 
hand, present a somewhat different picture. 
Typically, these res rs will be used with a vari
ety of populations and for diverse purposes. 

The conscientious developer of a standard
ized rest attempts to screen and educate poten
tial users. Furthermore, most publishers and 
rest sponsors work vigorously ro prevent rhe 
misuse of standardized measures and the mis
i nterprerarion of individual scores and group 
averages. Test manuals often illustrate sound 
and unsound interpretations and applications. 
Some identify specific practices rhar are nor 
appropriate and should be discouraged. Despite 
the best efforts of test developers, however, 
appropriate test use and sound interpretation 
of rest scores are likely to remain primarily 
the responsibility of rhe rest user. 

Test takers, parents and guardians, legisla
tors, policymakers, the media, the courts, and 

~e public ~r large ofi:en yearn for unambiguous 
rnrerprerat10ns of test data. In particular, rhey 
often tend to attribute posirive or negarive 
results, including group differences, to a single 
factor or to the conditions rhar prevail in one 
social institution-most often, rhe home or 
the school. These consumers of rest data fre
quently press for explicit rationales for decisions 
rhar are based only in parr on rest scores. The 
wise rest user helps all interested parries under
stand rhar sound decisions regarding rest use 
and score interpretation involve an element of 
professional judgment. Ir is nor always obvi
ous ro the consumers rhar rhe choice of vari
ous information-gathering procedures often 
involves experience that is not easily quantified 
or verbalized. The user can help chem appreci
ate the fact char the weighting of quantitative 
data, educational and occupational infor
marion, behavioral observations, anecdotal 
reports, and ocher relevant data often cannot 
be specified precisely. 
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Because of rhe appearance of objecriviry 

and numerical precision, rest data are some
times allowed ro cotally override orher sources 
of evidence about test takers. There are circum

stances in which selection based exclusively on 

rest scores may be appropriare. For example, chis 

may be the case in pre-employmenr screening. 
Bur in educational and psychological secrings, 
rest users are well advised, and may be legally 
required, co consider other relevanr sources of 
information on rest takers, nor jusr test scores. 
In the latter situations, the psychologist or 
educaror familiar with the local setring and 
with local test takers is besr qualified ro inte

grate chis diverse information cffecrively. 

As reliance on test results has grown in 
recent years, greater pressure has been placed 
on cesc users to explain co rhe public che ration
ale for resr-based decisions. More than ever 

before, rest users are called upon ro defend 
their testing practices. They do this by docu
menting char their test uses and score inter
pretations are supporced by measurement 
.authorities for the given purpose, that the infer
ences drawn from their instruments are validat

ed for usewirh a given population, and rhar the 

results are being used in conjunction with ocher 
information, nor in isolation. If these condi

tions are met, rhe rest user can convincingly 
defend the decisions made or the administrative 
actions taken in which tests played a part. 

Ir is not appropriate for these Standards to 
dictate minimal levels of tesr-crirerion correla
tion, classificarion accuracy, or reliability for 
any given purpose_ Such levels depend on 
whether decisions must be made immediately 
on the strength of the best available evidence, 
however weak, or whether decisions can be 
delayed until better evidence becomes avail
able. But it is appropriate ro expect the user ro 
ascertain what the alrernativcs are, whar the 
qualiry and consequences of these alternatives 
are, and whether a delay in decision making 
would be beneficial. Cost-benefit compromises 
become necessary in test use, as they often are 
in rest development. Ir should be noted, how-
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ever, that in some contexts legal requirements 

may place limits on rhe extent ro which such 

compromises can be made. As wirh standards 
for the various phases of test development, 
when relevant standards are not mer in rest 

use, the reasons should be persuasive. The 

greater rhe potential impact on test takers, for 
good or ill, rhe greater rhe need to identify and 
satisfy the relevant standards. 

In selecring a test and interpreting a cesc 
score, the test user is expected ro have a clear 

understanding of the purposes of the tesring 
and its probable consequences. The knowl
edgeable user has definite ideas on how to 
achieve these purposes and how ro avoid bias, 
unfairness, and undesirable consequences. In 

subscribing to these Standards, test publishers 
and agencies mandating test use agree ro pro
vide information on the strengths and weak
nesses of their instruments. They accept the 
responsibiliry ro warn against likely misinter
pretations by unsophisticated interpreters of 
individual scores or aggregated data. However, 
the ultimate responsibility for appropriate test 
use and imerpretation lies pr~dominantly with 

the test user. In assuming this responsibiliry, 

the user must become knowledgeable about a 
test's appropriate uses and the populations for 
which it is suitable. The user must also become 

adept, particularly in statewide and communi
ty-wide assessment programs, in communicat
ing the implications of test results to chose 
entitled ro receive chem. 

In some instances, users may be obli
gated to collect additional evidence about a 

test's technical quality. For example, if per
formance assessments are locally scored, evi
dence of the degree of inter-scorer agreement 
may be required. Users also should be alert 
to the probable local consequences of test 
use, particularly in rhe case of large-scale 
testing programs. If rhe same rest material 
is used in successive years, users should 
actively monitor the program to ensure chat 
reuse has not compromised the integrity of 
the results. 
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Some of the standards chat follow reiterate 
ideas contained in ocher chapters, principally 
chapter 5 "Test Administration, Scoring, and 
Reporting," chapter 7 "Fairness in Testing and 
Test Use," chapter 8 "Rights and Responsibili
ties ofTestTakers," and chapter 13 "Educati
onal Testing and Assessment." This repetition 
is intentional. It permits an enumeration in 
one chapter of the major obligations that must 
be assumed largely by the test administrator 
and user, though these responsibilities may 
refer to topics that are covered more fully in 
other chapters. 

STANDARDS! 

Standard 11.1 
Prior to the adoption and use of a published 
test, the test user should study and evaluate 
the materials provided by the test developer. 
Of particular importance are those that 
summarize the test's purposes, specify the 
procedures for test administration, define 
the intended populations of test takers, and 
discuss the score interpretations for which 
validity and reliability data are available. 

Comment: A prerequisite to sound test use is 
knowledge of the materials accompanying the 
instrument. As a minimum, these include man
uals provided by the test developer. Ideally, the 
user should be conversant with relevant studies 
reported in the professional literature. The 
degree of reliability and validity required for 
sound score interpretations depends on the 
test's role in the assessment process and the 
potential impact of the process on the people 
involved. The test user should be aware of 
legal restrictions that may constrain the use of 
the test. On occasion, pro(essional judgment 
may lead to the use of instruments for which 
there is little documentation of validity for the 
intended purpose. In these situations, the user 
should interpret scores cautiously and take care 
not to imply that the decisions or inferences are 
based on test results that are well-documented 
wirh respect to reliability or validity. 

Standard 11.2 
When a test is to be used for a purpose for 
which little or no documentation is avail
able, the user is responsible for obtaining 
evidence of the test's validity and reliability 
for this purpose. 

Comment: The individual who uses tesr scores 
for purposes char are nor specifically recom
mended by the test developer is responsible 
for collecting the necessary validity evidence. 
Support for such uses may sometimes be found 
in the professional literature. If previous evidence 
is not sufficient, then additional data should be 
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collecred. The provisions of this standard should 
not be construed co prohibit the generation of 
hypotheses from test data. For example, though 
some clinical tests have limited or contradic
tory validity evidence for common uses, clini
cians generate hypotheses based appropriately 
on examinee ,esponses to such tests. However, 
these hypotheses should be dearly labeled as 
tentative. fnceresced parcies should be made 
aware of the potential !imitations of the rest 
scores in such situations. 

Standard 11.3 
Responsibility for test use should be assumed 
by or delegated only to those individuals who 
have the training, professional credentials, 
and experience necessary to handle this 
responsibility. Any special qualifications for 
test administration or interpretation specified 
in the test manual should be met. 

Comment: Test users should not actempt to 
interpret the scores of test takers whose special 
needs or characteristics are ourside the range of 
the user's qualifications. This standard has spe
cial significance in areas such as clinical testing, 
forensic tesring, testing in special education, 
resting people wirh disabilities or limited expo
sure to the dominant culmre, and in other such 
siruarions where potential impact is great. 
When the situation falls ourside the user's expe
rience, assistance should be obtained. A num
ber of professional organizations have codes of 
erhics that specify the qualifications of those 
who administer tests and interpret scores. 

Standard 11.4 
The test user should have a clear rationale 
for the intended uses of a test or evaluation 
procedme in terms of its validity and con
tribution to the assessment and decision
making process. 

Comment: Justification for the role of each 
instrument in selection, diagnosis, classifica
tion, and decision making should be arrived 
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at before tesr administration, not afterwards. 
Preferably, the rationale should be available in 
printed materials prepared by the test pub
lisher or by the user. 

Standard 11.5 
Those who have a legitimate interest in an 
assessment should be informed about the 
purposes of testing, how tests will be admin
istered, the factors considered in scoring 
examinee responses, how the scores are typi
cally used, how long the records will be 
retained, and to whom and under what con
ditions the records may be released. 

Comment: This standard has greater relevance 
and application to educational and clinical test
ing rhan to employment testing. fn most uses 
of tests for screening job applicants and appli
cants co educational programs, for licensing 
professionals and awarding credentials, or for 
measuring achievement, the purposes of resting 
and the uses co be made of the tesr scores are 
obvious to che examinee. Nevertheless, it is wise 
to communicate this information at least briefly 
even in rhese settings. In some situations, how
ever, the rationale for the testing may be dear 
to relatively few test cakers. In such settings, a 
more detailed and explicit discussion may be 
called for. Retention and release of records, 
even when such release would clearly benefit 
the examinee, a.re often governed by statures 
or institutional practices. As relevanr, exam
inees should be informed about these con
straints and procedures. 

Standard 11.6 
Unless the circumstances clearly require 
that the test results be withheld, the test 
user is obligated to provide a timely report 
of the results that is understandable to the 
test taker and others entitled to receive 
this information. 

Comment: The nature of score reports is often 
dictated by practical considerations. In some 
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cases only a terse printed report may be feasi
ble. In others, it may be desirable co provide 
both an oral and a wrirren reporr. The inter
pretation should vary according co the level 
of sophistication of the recipient. When the 
examinee is a young child, an explanation of 
the rest results is typically provided to parents 
or guardians. Feedback in the form of a score 
report or interpretation is not typically pro
vided when rests are administered for person
nel seleccion or promotion. 

Standard 11.7 
Test users have the responsibility to protect 
the security of tests, to the extent that devel
opers enjoin users to do so. 

Comment: When tests are used for purposes of 
selection, licensure, or educational accountabili
ty, the need for rigorous protection of test 
security is obvious. On the ocher hand, when 
educational tests are not part of a high-stakes 
program, some publishers consider reacher 
review of test materials to be a legitimate too! . 
in clarifying teacher perceptions of the skills 
measured by a test. Consistency and clarity in 
the definition of acceptable and unacceptable 
practices is critical in such situations. When 
tests are involved in litigation, inspection of 
the instruments should be restricted-co the 
extent permitted by law-to those who are legal
ly or ethically obligated to safeguard test security. 

Standard 11.8 
Test users have the responsibility to respect 
test copyrights. 

Comment: Legally and ethically, test users may 
not reproduce copyrighted materials for rou
tine test use without consent of the copyright 
holder. These materials-in both paper and 
electronic form-include test items, ancillary 
forms such as answer sheets or profile forms, 
scoring templates, conversion tables of raw 
scores co derived scores, and tables of norms. 

STANDARDS! 

Standard 11.9 
Test users should remind test takers and 
others who have access to test materials that 
the legal rights of test publishers, including 
copyrights, and the legal obligations of other 
participants in the testing process may pro
hibit the disclosure of test items without 
specific authorization. 

Standard 11.1 o 
Test users should be alert to the possibility 
of scoring errors; they should arrange for 
rescoring if individual scores or aggregated 
data suggest the need for it. 

Comment: The costs of scoring error are great, 
particularly in high-stakes testing programs. 
In some cases, rescoring may be requested by 
the test taker. If such a test taker right is rec
ognized in published materials, it should be 
respected. In educational testing programs, 
users should not depend entirely on test tak
ers co alert chem co the possibility of scoring 
errors. Monitoring scoring accuracy should 
be a routine responsibility of testing program 
administracors wherever feasible. 

Standard 11.11 
If the integrity of a test taker's scores is 
challenged, local authorities, the test devel
oper, or the test sponsor should inform the 
test takers of their relevant rights, including 
the possibility of appeal and representation 
by counsel. 

Comment: Proccors in entrance or licensure 
resting programs may report irregularities 
in the test process chat result in challenges. 
University admissions officers may raise chal
lenges when rest scores are grossly inconsis
tent with ocher applicant information. Test 
takers should be apprised of their rights in 
such situations. 
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Standard 11 .12 
Test users or the sponsoring agency should 
explain to test takers their opportunities, if 
any, to retake an examination; users should 
also indicate whether the earlier as well as 
later scores will be reported to those entitled 
to receive the score reports. 

Comment: Some resting programs permit rest 
takers to retake an examination several rimes, 
ro cancel scores, or to have scores withheld 
from potential recipients. ff test takers have 
such privileges, they and score recipients 
should be so informed. 

Standard 11.13 
When test-taking strategies that are unrelat
ed to the domain being measured are found 
to enhance or adversely affect test perform
ance significantly, these strategies and their 
implications should be explained to all test 
takers before the test is administered. This 
may be done ei.ther in an information booklet 
or, if the explanation can be made briefly, 
along with the test directions. 

Comment: Test-taking strategies, such as 
guessing, skipping rime-consuming items, or 
initially skipping and rhen returning to diffi
cult items as time allows, can influence test 
scores positively or negatively. The effects of 
various strategies depend on rhe scoring sys
tem used and aspects of item and test design 
such as speededness or rhe number of 
response alternatives provided in multiple
choice items. Differential use of such strate
gies by test takers can affect the validity and 
reliability of test score interpretations. The 
goal of test directions should be to convey 
information on the possible effectiveness of 
various strategies and, thus, to provide all rest 
takers an equal oppormniry to perform opti
mally. The use of such strategics by all test 
takers should be encouraged if their effect 
facilitates performance and discouraged if 
their effect interferes with performance. 
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Standard 11.14 
Test users are obligated to protect the privacy 
of examinees and institutions that are 
involved in a measurement program, unless 
a disclosure of private information is agreed 
upon, or is specifically authorized by law. 

Comment: Protection of the privacy of individ
ual examinees is a well-established principle in 
psychological and educational measuremenr. 
In some instances, test takers and rest admin
istrators may formally agree to a lesser degree 
of protection than the law appears to require. 
In other circumstances, test users and resting 
agencies may adopt more stringent restric
tions on the communication and sharing of 
resr results than relevant law dictates. The 
more rigorous standards sometimes arise 
through the codes of ethics adopted by rele
vant professional organizations. In some test
ing programs the conditions for disclosure are 
stated to the examinee prior to testing, and 
raking rhe tesr can constitute agreement for 
the disclosure of rest score information as 
specified. In ocher prograrns, the rest ra..J.::er or 
his/her parents or guardians muse formally 
agree co any disclosure of rest information to 
individuals or agencies orher rhan those speci
fied in the rest adminisrramr's published liter
ature. It should be noted that the right of the 
public and the media co examine the aggre
gate rest results of public school sysrems is 
guaranteed in some stares. 

Standard 11.15 
Test users should be alert to potential misin
terpretations of test scores and to possible 
unintended consequences of test use; users 
should take steps to minimize or avoid fore
seeable misinterpretations and unintended 
negative consequences. 

Comment: Well-meaning, but unsophisticated, 
audiences may adopt simplistic interpreta
tions of test results or may attribute high or 
low scores or averages co a single causal factor. 

AERA_APA_NCME_ 0000124 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 54 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 27 of 103

JA2359

I,_ 

PART Ill / THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF TEST USERS 

Experienced test users can sometimes antici
pate such misinterpretations and should cry 
co prevent chem. Obviously, not every unin
tended consequence can be anticipated. What 
is required is a reasonable effort co prevent 
negative consequences and co encourage 
sound interpretations. 

Standard 11.16 
Test users should verify periodically chat 
their interpretations of test data continue to 
be appropriate, given any significant changes 
in their population of test takers, their 
modes of test administration, and their 
purposes in testing. 

Commmt: Over time, a gradual change in the 
demographic characteristics of an examinee 
population may significantly affect che infer
ences drawn from group averages. The 
accommodations made in test administration 
in recognition of examinee disabilities or in 
response to unforeseen circumstances may 
also affect interpretations. 

Standard 11.17 
In situations where the public is entitled to 
receive a summary of test results, test users 
should formulate a policy regarding timely 
release of the results and apply that policy 
consistently over time. 

Comment: In school testing programs, dis
tricts commonly viewed as a coherent group 
may avoid controversy by adopting che same 
policies regarding the release of test results. If 
one district routinely releases aggregated data 
in much greater detail than another, ground
less suspicions can develop that information 
is being suppressed in che latter district. 

Standard 11.18 
When test results are released to the public 
or to policymakers, those responsible for 
the release should provide and explain any 

STANDARDS\ 

supplemental information that will minimize 
possible misinterpretations of the data. 

Comment: Preliminary briefings prior co the 
release of test results can give reporters for the 
news media an oppormniry co assimilate rele
vant data. Misinterpretation can often be the 
result of che limited time reporters have co 

prepare media reports or inadequate presenta
tion of information chat bears on test score 
interpretation. It should be recognized, how
ever, char the interests of the media are not 
always consistent with the intended purposes 
of measurement programs. 

Standard 11.19 
When a test user contemplates an approved 
change in test format, mode of administra
tion, instructions, or the language used in 
administering the test, the user should have 
a sound rationale for concluding that validi
ty, reliability, and appropriateness of norms 
will not be compromised. 

Comment: In some instances, minor changes 
in format or mode of administration may be 
reasonably expected, without evidence, to 

have little or no effect on validity, reliability, 
and appropriateness of norms. In ocher 
inscances, however, changes in formar or 
administrative procedures can be assumed 
a priori co have significant effects. When a 
given modification becomes widespread, con
sideration should be given to validation and 
norming under the modified conditions. 

Standard 11.20 
In educational, clinical, and counseling 
senings, a test taker's score should not be 
interpreted in isolation; collateral informa
tion that may lead co alternative explana
tions for the examinee's test performance 
should be considered. 

Comment: It is neither necessary nor feasible to 

mal,e an intensive review of every test taker's 
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score. In some senings there may be little or 

no collateral information of value. ln counsel

ing, clinical, and educational secrings, however, 

considerable relevanc information is likely rn 

be available. Obvious alcernarive explanations 

of low scores include low morivation, limited 

fluency in the language of the resr, unfamiliar

ity with culcural concepts on which rest ire ms 

are based, and percepcual or mornr impair

menrs. In clinical and counseling secrings, rhe 

rest user should nor ignore how well rhe rest 

raker is functioning in daily life. 

Standard 11.21 
Test users should not rely on computer-gen

erated interpretations of test results unless 

they have rhe expertise to consider the 

appropriateness of these interpretations in 

individual cases. 

Comment: The scoring agency has the respon

sibility of documenting rhe basis for the 

interpretations. The user of a computerized 

scoring and reporting service has the obliga

tion ro be familiar with rhe principles on 

which such interpretations were derived. 

The user should have the abiliry ro evaluate 

a computer-based score interpretation in rhe 

light of ocher relevant evidence on each test 

raker. Automated, narrative reports are nor a 

subsricute for sound professional judgment. 

Standard 11.22 
When circumstances require that a test be 
administered in the same language to all 

examinees in a linguistically diverse popula
tion, 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. 

Comment: The achievement, abilities, and 

traits of examinees who do not speak the lan

guage of rhe rest as their primary language 

may be seriously mismeasured by the test. 

118 

THE RESPONSIBILITIES OF TEST USERS / PART Ill 

The scores of test takers with severe linguistic 

limirarions will probably be meaningless. If 
language proficiency is nor relevant ro rhe 

purposes of testing, the rest user should con

sider excusing these individuals, without pre

judice, from raking rhe test and subsricuting 

alternative evaluation methods. However, it 

is recognized that such actions may be 

impractical, unnecessary, or legally unaccept

able in some settings. 

Standard 11.23 
If a test is mandated for persons of a given 

age or all students in a particular grade, 
users should identify individuals whose dis

abilities or linguistic background indicates 

the need for special accommodations in test 

administration and ensure that these accom

modations are employed. 

Comment: Appropriate accommodations 

depend upon the nature of the test and rhe 

needs of the rest raker. The mandating 

authority has primary responsibility for defin

ing the acceptable accommodations for vari

ous categories of rest takers. The user muse 

rake responsibility for identifying chose rest 

takers who fall within these categories and 

implement the appropriate accommodations. 

Standard 11.24 
When a major purpose of testing is to 

describe the status of a local, regional, or 

particular examinee population, the program 
criteria for inclusion or exclusion of indivi

duals should be strictly adhered to. 

Comment: In census-rype programs, biased 
results can arise from rhe exclusion of particu
lar subgroups of srudems. Financial and other 
advantages may accrue eicher from exaggerat

ing or from reducing the proportion of high

achieving or low-achieving sruden ts. Clearly, 

these are unprofessional practices. 
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12. PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND 
ASSESSMENT 

Background 
This chapter addresses issues imporranr ro 

professionals who use psychological rests with 

their clients. Topics include rest selection and 

administration, rest interpretation, collateral 

information used in psychological testing, types 

of rests, and purposes of resting. The types of 

~sychological tests reviewed in this chapter 
include cognitive and neuropsychological; 
adaptive, social, and problem behavior; family 

and couples; personality; and vocational. In 

addition, the chapter includes an overview of 
four common uses of psychological cesrs: 

diagnosis; intervention planning and outcome 

evaluation; legal and governmental decisions; 

and personal awareness, growth, and action. 

Employment testing is another context 

in which psychological testing is used. The 

standards in this chapter are applicable to those 

employment settings in which individual in

depth assessment is conducted (e.g., an evalu

ation of a candidate for a senior executive 
position). Employment settings in which rests 

are designed to measure specific job-related 

characteristics across multiple candidates are 

treated in the text and standards of chapter 14. 
For all professionals who use rests, knowl

~~e of cultural background and physical capabil
ities that mfluence (a) a test taker's development, 

~b) the ~ethods for obtaining and conveying 
informanon, and (c) the planning and imple

mentation of interventions is critical. Therefore, 
readers are encouraged to review chapters 7, 
8, 9, and 10 char discuss fairness and bias in 
testing, the rights and responsibilities of rest 
takers, testing individuals of diverse linguistic 
backgrounds, and resting individuals with 
disabilities. Readers will find important addi
tional derail on validity; reliability; test devel

opment; s~ing; test administration, scoring, 
and repomng; and general responsibilities 

of test users in chapters l, 2, 3, 4, 5, and 11, 

respectively. 

The use of tests provides one method of 

collecting information within the larger frame

work of a psychological assessment of an indi

vidual. Typically, psychological assessments 

involve an interaction between a professional 

who is trained and experienced in testing and 

a client. Clients may include patients, counse

lees, parents, employees, employers, attorneys, 

students, and ocher responsible parties who 

are test takers or who use the test results con

tained in psychological reports. 
The results from tests and inventories, used 

within the context of a psychological assessment, 
may help rhe professional to understand the 

client more fully and to develop more informed 

and accurate hypotheses, inferences, and deci

sions about a client's situation. A psychological 

assessment is a comprehensive examination 

undertaken to answer specific questions about 

a client's psychological functioning during a 

particular time interval ot to predict a client's 

psychological functioning in the future. An 

:155essmenr may include administering and scor
ing rests, and interpreting test scores, all within 
the context of the individual's personal history. 

Inasmuch as test scores characteristically are 

interpreted in the context of other information 

about the client, an individual psychological 

assess_ment usually also includes interviewing 

the cl1~nt; observing client behavior; reviewing 

educanonal, psychological, and other relevant 
records; and integrating these findings with 

other information that may be provided by 
third parties. The tasks of a psychological 
assessment---<:ollecting, evaluating, integrating, 
and reporting salient information relevant to 

those aspects of a client's functioning that are 
under examinarion---<:omprise a complex and 
sophisricaced set of professional activities. 

The interpretation of tests and inventories 

can be a valuable part of the intervention process 

and, if used appropriately, can provide useful 
information to clients as well as to other users 
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of the cesc interpretation. For example, the results 
of tests and inventories may be used to assess the 
psychological functioning of an individual; to 
assign diagnostic classifications; to detect neu
ropsychological impairment; to assess cognitive 
and personaliry strengths, vocational interests, 
and values; to decermine developmental stages; 
and to evaluate treatment outcomes. Test results 
also may provide information used to make deci

sions chat have a powerful and la.sting impact on 
people's lives (e.g., vocational and educacional 

decision making; diagnosis; creacmenr planning; 
selection decisions; intervention and outcome 
evaluation; parole, sencencing, civil commit
ment, child custody, and competency co stand 

trial decisions; and personal injury litigation). 

TEST SaEGTION AND ADMINISTRATION 

Prior to beginning the assessment process, 
the test caker should understand who will have 
access co che test results and the written report, 

how test results will be shared with the cest 
taker, and if and when decisions based on che 

test results will be shared with che test taker 

and/or a third parry. The assessment process 
begins by clarifying, as much as is possible, 
the reasons for which a client is presented for 
assessment. Guided by these reasons or other 
relevant concerns, the tests, inventories, and 
diagnostic procedures co be used are chosen, 
and ocher sources of information needed to 

evaluate the client and the referral issues are 
identified. The professional reviews more chan 

che name of the test in choosing a test and is 
guided by che validicy and reliability evidence 
and che applicability of the normative data 
available in che test's accumulated research 
literature. In addition to being thoroughly 
versed in proper administrative procedure, the 
professional is responsible for being familiar 
with che validicy and reliability evidence for 
the intended use and purposes of the tests and 
inventories selecced and for being prepared co 
develop a logical analysis chat supports the 
various facets of the assessment and the infer
ences made from rhe assessment. 
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Validity and reliabiliry considerations are 

paramount, bu c che demographic c:haracrcris
cics (e.g., gender, age, income, sociocultural 
and language background, education and ocher 
socioeconomic variables) of the group for which 
che test was originally conscrucced and for 
which initial and subsequent normative data 
are available also are imporrant cest selection 

issues. Selecting a cest with demographically 
appropriate normative groups relevant for the 
client being tested is important co the gener

alizability of the inferences chat che professional 
seeks to make. Sometimes the irems or tasks 
contained in a rest are designed for a particular 
group and are viewed as irrelevant for another 
group. A test constructed for one group may 
be applied to ocher groups wich appropriate 
qualifications chat explain che test choice 
based on the supporting research data and 
on professional experience. 

The selection of psychological tests and 
inventories, for a particular client, often is 
individualized. However, in some settings a 

predetermined battery of tests may be taken by 

all participants, and group interpretations may 
be provided. The test raker may be a child, an 
adolescent, or an adult. The settings in which 
che tests or inventories are used include (but 
are not limited to) preschool, elementary, mid
dle, or secondary schools; colleges or universi
ties; pre-employment or employmenc settings; 
mental health or outpatient clinics; hospitals; 
prisons; or professionals' offices. 

Professionals who oversee cesring and assess
ment are responsible for ensuring that all persons 
who administer and score tests have received 
the appropriate education and training needed 
to perform these casks. In addition, they are 
responsible in group testing siruacions for ensur
ing char the individuals who use rhe resr results 
are trained to interpret che scores properly. 

When conducting psychological testing, 
standardized rest administration procedures 
should be followed. When nonstandard 
administration procedures are needed, they 
are to be described and justified. Professionals 

AERA_APA_NCME_0000128 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 58 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 31 of 103

JA2363

PART Ill / PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND ASSESSMENT 

also are responsible for ensuring chat resting 
conditions are appropriate. For example, the 
examiner may need to determine if the diem is 
capable of reading at the level required, and if 
clients with vision, hearing, or neurological dis
abiliries are adequately accommodated. Finally, 
professionals are responsible for protecting rhe 
confidentiality and security of rhe rest results 
and rhe resting materials. 

One advantage of individually adminis
tered measures is rhe opportunity to observe 
and adjust resting conditions as needed. In 
some circumstances, rest administration may 
provide the opportunity for skilled examiners 
to carefully observe che performance of persons 
under Standardized conditions. For example, 
their observations may allow them to more 
accurately record behaviors being assessed, to 
understand better the manner in which persons 
arrive at their answers, to identify personal 
strengths and weaknesses, and to make modi
fications in rhe testing process. Thus, the 
observations of trained professionals can be 
important to all aspects of rest use. 

TEST SCORE ltmRPRETATION 

Test scores ideally are interpreted in light 
of the available normative data, the psycho
merric properties of the rest, rhe temporal sta
bility of the constructs being measured, and 
the effect of moderator variables and demo
graphic characrerisrics (e.g., gender, age, 
income, sexual orientation, sociocultural and 
language background, education, and other 
socioeconomic variables) on rest results. The 
professional rarely has the resources available 
to personally conduct the research or to 

assemble representative norms needed to 
make accurate inferences abou r each individ
ual client's current and future functioning. 
Therefore, rhe professional may rely on the 
research and rhe body of scientific knowledge 
available for rhe test char warrants appropriate 
inferences. Presentation and analyses of valid
ity and reliability evidence often are nor need
ed in a written report, bur rhe professional 

strives to understand, and prepares to arricu
lare, such evidence as rhe need arises. 

Tests and inventories chat meet high tech
nical standards of quality are a necessary bur not 
a sufficient condition co ensure rhe responsi
ble use and inrerprerarion of test scores. The 
level of competence of the professional who 
interprets rhe scores and integrates the infer
ences derived from psychological rests depends 
upon rhe educational and experiential qualifi
cations of rhe professional. With experience, 
professionals learn rhar rhe challenges in psy
chological test score interpretation increase in 
magnitude along a continuum of professional 
judgment with brief screening inventories at 
one end of the continuum and comprehensive 
multidimensional assessments at the ocher. For 
example, the interpretations of achievement and 
ability test scores, personality rest scores, and 
batteries of neuropsychological rest scores rep
resent points on a continuum that require 
increasing levels of specialized knowledge, 
judgment, and skill by an experienced profes
sional regardless of the soundness of the techni
cal characteristics of the rests being used. The 
education and experience necessary to adminis
ter group tests and/or proctor computer-admin
istered tests generally are less stringent than are 
the qualifications necessary to interpret individ
ually administered rests. The use and inter
pretation of individually administered rests 
requires completion of rigorous educational and 
applied training, a high degree of professional 
judgment, appropriate credentialing, and adher
ence to rhe professional's ethical guidelines. 

When making inferences about a client's 
past, present, and future behaviors and other 
characteristics from test scores, che professional 
reviews the literature co develop familiarity 
with supporting evidence. When there is strong 
evidence supporting the reliability and validity 
of a test, including its applicability to the client 
being assessed, the professional's ability to draw 
inferences increases. Nevertheless, the profes
sional still corroborates results from resting with 
additional information from a variety of sources 
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such as inrervicvvs and iCSuJts from other tests. 
When an inference is based on a single study 
or based on several studies whose samples are 
not representarive of the dienr, the professional 
LS more cautious about the inferences. Corrobora
ting data from the assessment's multiple sources 
of information-including stylLStic and test-taking 
behaviors inferred from observations during 
the test-will strengthen the confidence placed 
in the inference. Importantly, data that are not 

supportive of the inference are acknowledged 
and either reconciled or noted as limits to the 
confidence placed in the inference. 

An interpretation of a test talcer's test scores 
based upon existing research examines not only 

the demonstrated relationship between the scores 
and the criterion or criteria, bur also the appro
priateness of the latter. The criterion and the 
chosen predictor test or tests are subjected to a 
similar examinacion to undel'Stand the degree to 

which their underlying constructs are congruent 
with the inferences under consideration. 

Threats to the interpretabilicy of obtained 
scores are minimized by clearly defining how 

particular psychological rests are used. These 

threats occur as a result of consrrucc-irrelevant 
variance (i.e., aspeccs of the rest that are not 
relevant to the purpose of rhe test scores) and 
construct underrepresentation (i.e., important 
facets relevant to rhe purpose of the resting, but 
for which the test does not account). A client's 
response bias is another example of a construct
irrelevant component that may significantly 
skew the obtained scores, possibly rendering 
the scores uninterpretable. In situations where 
response bias is anticipated, the professional 
may choose a test chat has scales (e.g., faking 
good, faking bad, social desirability, percent yes, 
percent no) that clarify the threats to validity 
from the test taker's response bias. In so doing, 
the professional may be able to assess the degree 
to which test takers are acquiescing to the per
ceived demands of the test administrator or 
attempting to portray themselves as impaired 
by "faking bad," or well-functioning by "faking 
good." In interpreting the test taker's obtained 
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response bias score(s), the evidence of validity 

for constructs underlying each response bias 
scale, each scale's internal consistency, irs 
interrelarions with other scales, and evidence 
of validiry are considered. 

For some purposes, including career coun
seling and neuropsychological assessment, test 
batteries frequently are used. Such baneries often 
include tem of verbal abiliry, numerical abiliry, 
nonverbal reasoning, mechanical reasoning, 

clerical speed and accuracy, spatial abiliry, and 
language usage. Some batteries also include 
interest and personaliry inventories. When psy

chological test batteries incorporate multiple 
methods and scores, patterns of test results fre
quently are interpreted to reflect a construct or 
even an interaction among constructs underly
ing test performances. Higher order inreractions 
among the constructs underlying configurations 
of test outcomes may be posrulaced on the basis 
of rest score patterns. The literarure reporting 

evidence of reliabiliry and validity that supports 
the proposed interpretations should be identi
fiable. If the literature is incomplete, the resulting 

inferences may be presented with the qualifica
tion that they are hypotheses for fumre verifi

cation rather than probabiliscic statements that 
imply some known validity evidence. 

CoLLATERAL lllFORMATION USED IN PSYCHOLOGICAL 

TESTING ANO PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 

The quality of psychological testing and 
psychological assessment is enhanced by 
obtaining credible collateral information from 
various third-party sources such as teachers, 
personal physicians, family members, and 
school or employment records. Psychological 
tescing also is enhanced by using various methods 
to acquire information. Structured behavioral 
observations, checkliscs and ratings, interviews, 
and criterion- and norm-referenced measures 
are bur a few of the methods that may be used 
to acquire information. The use of psychologi
cal tests also can be enhanced by acquiring 
information about multiple traits or attributes 
to help characterize a person. For example, an 
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evaluation of career goa1s may be enhanced by 
obtaining a history of current and prior employ
ment as well as by administering tests co assess 
academic aptitude and achievement, vocational 
interests, work values, and personality and tem
perament characteristics. The availability of infor
mation on multiple traits or arrributes, when 
acquired from various sources and through the 
use of various methods, enables professionals co 
assess more accurately an individual's psychoso
cial functioning and facilitates more effective 
decision making. 

Types of Psychological Tests 
For purposes of chis chapter, the rypes of psy
chological tests have been divided into five 
categories: cognitive and neuropsychological 
tests; adaptive, social, and problem behavior 
tests; family and couples rests; personality 
tests; and vocational rests. 

COGNITIVE AND NEUROPSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING 

Tests often are used to assess various classes 
of cognitive and neuropsychological functioning 
including intelligence; broad ability domains 
(e.g., verbal, quantitative, and spatial abilities); 
and more focused domains (e.g., attention, 
sensorimocor functions, perception, learning, 
memory, reasoning, executive functions, and 
language). Overlap may occur in the constructs 
that are assessed by tests of differing functions 
or domains. In common with other types of 
tests, cognitive and neuropsychological rests 
require a minimally sufficient level of rest-taker 
attentional capacity. 

Cognitive Ability. Measures designed to 

quantify cognitive abilities are among the most 
widely administered tests. The interpretation of 
cognitive ability tests is guided by the theoretical 
constructs used co develop the rest. 

Many cognitive ability tests consist of mul
tidimensional test batteries chat are designed 
to assess a broad range of abilities and skills. 
Individually administered test batteries also are 
required for testing for purposes such as diag-

nosing a cognitive disorder. Test results are used 
co draw inferences about a person's overall level 
of intellectual functioning as well as strengths 
and weaknesses in various cognitive abilities. 
Because each test in a battery examines a dif
ferent function, ability, skill, or combination 
thereof, the test taker's performance can be 
understood best when scores are not combined 
or aggregated, but rather when each score is 
interpreted within the context of all ocher 
scores and ocher assessment dara. For example, 
low scores on timed tests alert the examiner to 

slowed responding as a problem that may not 
be apparent if scores on different kinds of tests 
are combined. 

Attention. Attention refers co that class 
of functioning that encompasses arousal, estab
lishment and deployment of secs, sustained 
attention, and vigilance as constructs. Tests 
may measure levels of alertness, orientation, 
and localization; the ability co focus, shift, and 
maintain attention and to track one or more 
stimuli under various conditions; span of 
attention; information processing speed and 
choice reaction time; and shore-term informa
tion storage capacity. Scores for each aspect of 
attention that has been examined should be 
reported individually so that the nature of an 
attention disorder can be clarified. 

Motor, Sensorimotor Functions, and 
Lateral Preferences. Visual, auditory, somaco
sensory and other sensory sensitivity and dis
crimination can be measured by simple motor 
or verbal responses co selective stimulation 
upon command. 

Perception and Perceptual Organiza
tion/Integration. This class of functioning 
involves reasoning and judgment as they relate 
to the processing and elaboration of complex 
sensory combinations and inputs. Tests of per
ception may emphasize immediate perceptual 
processing bur also may require conceptualiza
tions that involve some reasoning and judg
mental processes. Some tests have a motor 
component ranging from a simple motor 
response co an elaborate construction. Also, 
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some of these rests penalize the test taker for 
slow performance chat may be caused by some

thing other than perceptual dysfunction. 

Learning and Memory. This class of 
functions involves che acquisition and retention 
of information beyond chc acccmional require
ments of immediate or short-term information 
processing and srorage. These tests may measure 
acquisition of new information through various 
sensory channels and by means of assorted test 
formats (e.g., word lists, prose passages, geomet

ric figures, formboards, digits, and musical 
melodies). Memory tests also may require 
retention and recall of old information (e.g., 

personal data as well as commonly learned 
faces and skills). 

Abstract Reasoning and Categorical 
Thinking. Tests of reasoning and thinking 
vary widely. They assess the examinee's ability 
to infer relationships or to respond to changing 
environmental circumstances and co act in 
goal-oriented situations. 

Executive Functions. This class of func
tions is involved in the organized performances 

chat are necessary for the independent, purpo
sive and effective accainmenr of persona! goals 
in various cognitive processing, problem-solv

ing and social situations. Some tests emphasize 

reasoned plans of action that anticipate conse
quences of alternative solutions, motor perform
ance in problem-solving situations char require 
goal-oriented intentions, and regulation of per
formance for achieving a desired outcome. 

Language. Language assessment typically 
focuses on phonology, morphology, syntax, 
semancics, and pragmatics. Receptive and 
expressive language functions may be assessed, 
including listening, reading, talking, and writ
ten language skills and abilities. Assessment of 
central language disorders focuses on function
al speech and verbal comprehension measured 
through oral, written, or gestural modes; lexi

cal access and elaboration; repetition of spoken 
language; and associative verbal fluency. 

When assessing persons who are non
native English speakers or who are bilingual or 
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multilingual, language assessment often includes 
an assessment of language competence and the 
order of dominance among che different lan

guages. If a muhilingual person is assessed for 

a possible language disorder, one issue for the 
professional ro consider is the degree to which 
the disorder may be due more directly to lan
guage-related qualities (e.g., phonological, 
morphological, syntactic, semantic, pragmatic 
delays; mental retardation; peripheral sensory 
or cencral neurological impairment; psycholog
ical conditions; hearing disorders) than to 

dominance of a non-English language. 
Academic Achievement. Academic 

achievement tests are measures of academic 

knowledge and skills chat a person has acquired 
in formal and informal learning opportunities. 

Two major types of academic achievemenc 
tests include general achievement batteries and 
diagnostic achievement tests. General achieve
ment batteries are designed to assess a person's 
level of learning in multiple areas (e.g., reading, 
mathematics, spelling, social studies, science). 
Diagnostic achievemenc tests, on the other 
hand, typically focus on one parcicular subject 
area (e.g., reading) and assess important aca

demic skills in greater detail. Test results are 
used co determine the test taker's strengths as 

well as specific difficulties and may help identi
fy sources of the difficulties and ways ro over
come them. Chapter l 3 provides additional 
derail on academic achievement testing in 

educational settings. 

SOCIAL, ADAPTIVE, AND PROBLEM BEHAVIOR TESTING 

Measures of social, adaptive, and problem 
behaviors assess ability and motivation co care 
for one's self and to relate to ochers. Adaptive 
behaviors include a reperroire of knowledge, 
skills, and abilities that enable a person co meet 
the daily demands and expectations of the 
environment, such as eating, dressing, using 
transportation, interacting with peers, com
municating with others, making purchases, 
managing money, maintaining a schedule, 
remaining in school, and maintaining a job. 
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Problem behaviors include behavioral adjust
ment difficulries chat interfere with a person's 
effective functioning in daily life situations. 

FAMILY AND COUPLES TESTING 

Family testing addresses the issues of family 
dynamics, cohesion, and interpersonal relations 
among family members including partners, par
ents, children, and extended family members. 
Tests developed to assess families and couples 
are distinguished by measuring the interaction 
patterns of partial or whole families, requiring 
simultaneous focus on two or more family 
members in terms of their transactions. Testing 
with couples may address personal faccors such 
as issues of intimacy, compacibiliry, shared 
interests, trust, and spiritual beliefs. 

PERSONALITY TESTING 

Broadly considered, the assessment of per
sonaliry requires a synthesis of aspects of an 
individual's functioning chat contribute to the 
formulation and expression of thoughts, atti
tudes, emotions, and behaviors. In the assess
ment of an individual, cognitive and erno,ional 
functioning may be considered separately, but 
their inAuences are interrelated. For example, a 
person whose perceptions are highly accurate, 
or who is relatively stable emotionally, may be 
able co control suspiciousness better than can a 
person whose perceptions are inaccurate or dis
torted or who is emotionally unstable. 

Scores on a personality test may be regard
ed as reflecting the underlying theoretical con
structs or empirically derived scales or factors 
that guided the cesc's consrruccion. The stimu
lus and response formats of personality tests 
vary widely. Some include a series of questions 
(e.g., self-report inventories) to which the cesc 
taker is required co choose from several well
defined options; ochers involve being placed in a 
novel situation in which the test taker's response 
is not completely suuccured (e.g., responding to 
visual stimuli, telling stories, discussing picrures, 
or responding to other projective stimuli). The 
responses are scored and combined into either 

logically or statistically derived dimensions 
established.by previous research. 

Personality tests may be designed to focus 
on the assessment of normal or abnormal atti
tudes, feelings, traits, and related characteristics. 
Tests intended to measure normal personality 
characteristics are constructed to yield scores 
reflecting the degree to which a person mani
fests personality dimensions empirically iden
tified and hypothesized co be present in the 
behavior of most individuals. A person's config
uration of scores on these dimensions is then 
used to infer how the person behaves presently 
and how she/he may behave in new situations. 
Test scores outside of the expected range may 
be considered extreme expressions of normal 
traits or indicative of psychopathology. Such 
scores also may reflect normal functioning of 
the person within a culrure different from that 
of the normative population sample. 

Other personality tests are designed specif
ically to measure constructs underlying abnormal 
functioning and psychopathology. Developers 
of some of these tests use previously diagnosed 
individuals to construct their scales and base 
their inferences on the association between the 
test's scale scores, within a given range, and the 
behavioral correlates of persons who scored 
within that range. If inferences made from 
scores go beyond the theory that guided the 
test's construction, then the inferences must be 
validated by collecting and analyzing additional 
relevant data. 

VOCATIONAL TESTING 

Vocational testing generally includes che 
measurement of interests, work needs, and 
values, as well as consideration and assessment 
of related elements of career development, 
maturity, and indecision. The results from 
inventories that assess these constructs often 
are used for enhancing personal growth and 
understanding, career counseling, outplace
ment counseling, and vocational decision 
making. These interventions frequently cake 
place in the context of educational settings. 
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However, interest inventories and measures of 

work values also may be used in workplace set
tings as part of training and development pro

grams, for career planning, or for selection, 
placement, and advancement decisions. 

Interest Inventories. The measurement of 
interests is designed to identify a person's pref
erences for various activities. Self-report interest 
inventories are widely used co assess personal 
preferences including likes and dislikes for vari
ous work and leisure activities, school subjects, 

occupations, or types of people. The resulring 
scores may provide insight into types and pat

terns of differential interests in educational cur

ricula (e.g., college majors), in different fields 
of work (e.g., specific occupations), or in more 
general or basic areas of interesrs related to spe
cific activities (e.g., sales, office practices, or 
mechanical activities). 

Work Values Inventories. The measure
ment of work values identifies a person's pref
erences for the various reinforcements one may 

obtain from work activities. Sometimes these 
values are identified as needs that persons seek 

to satisfy. Work values or needs may be catego

rized as intriruic and important for the pleasure 

gained from the activity (e.g., independence, 
ability utilization, achievement) or as extrinsic 

and important for the rewards they bring (e.g., 
coworkers, supervisory relations, working 
conditions). The format of work values rests 
usually involves a self-raring of the impor
tance of rhe value associated with qualities 
described by rhe items. 

Measures of Career Deveiopment, 

Maturity, and Indecision. Additional areas of 
vocational assessment include measures of 
career development and maturity and measures 
of career indecision. Inventories thar measure 
career development and maturity typically elic
it client self-descriptions in response to items 
thar inq1,1ire about the individual's knowledge 
of the world of work; self-appraisal of one's 
decision-making skills; attitudes toward careers 
and career choices; and the degree to which 
rhe individual already has engaged in career 
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planning. Measures of career indecision usual
ly are constructed and standardized to assess 

both the level of career indecision of a client 

as well as the reasons for, or antecedents of, 
indecision. Such career development, maruri

cy, and indecision findings may be used wirh 
individuals and gcoups ro guide the design 
and delivery of career services and to evaluate 
the effectiveness of career interventions. 

Purposes of Psychological Testing 
For purposes of this chapter, psychological test 
uses have been divided inro four categories: 

resring for diagnosis; inrervenrion planning and 

outcome evaluation; legal and governmental 
decisions; and personal awareness, growth and 
action. However, these categories are not always 
mutually exclusive. 

TESTING FOR DIAGNOSIS 

Diagnosis refers co a process rhar includes 
the collection and integration of test results 

with prior and current information about a 
person together wirh relevant contextual con

ditions to identify characteristics of healthy 

psychological functioning as well as psycholog

ical disorders. Disorders may manifest them

selves in information obtained during the 
resting of an individual's cognitive, emotional, 

social, personality, neuropsychological, physi
cal, perceptual, and motor attributes. 

Psychodiagnosis. Psychological rests are 
helpful to professionals involved in the psycho
logical diagnosis of an individual. Testing may 
be performed co confirm a h)'pOthesized diagno
sis or to rule out alternative diagnoses. Psycho
diagnosis is complicated by the prevalence of 
comorbidiry between diagnostic categories. For 
example, a diem diagnosed as suffering from 
schizophrenia simultaneously may be diagnosed 
as suffering from depression. Or, a child diag
nosed as having a learning disability also may 
be diagnosed as suffering from an attention 
deficit disorder. The goal of psychodiagnosis is 
co assist each client in receiving the appropriate 
interventions for the psychological or behavioral 
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dysfunctions rhar rhe client, or a third parry, 
views as impairing rhe client's expected func

tioning and/or enjoyment of life. In developing 
rrearment plans, professionals often use non
caregorical diagnostic descriptions of client 
functioning along rreatmenr-relevant dimen
sions (e.g., degree of anxiety, amount of suspi
ciousness, openness to interpretations, amount 
of insight into behaviors, and level of intellec
tual functioning). 

The firsr step in evaluating a rest's suit
ability to yield scores or information indicative 
of a particular diagnostic syndrome is to com
pare the construct rhat the rest is intended to 
measure wiih rhe symptomatology described in 
rhe diagnostic criteria. This step is important 
because different diagnostic sysrems may use 

the same diagnostic term to describe different 
symptoms; even wirhin one diagnostic sysrem 
rhe symptoms described by the same term may 
differ between editions of rhe manual identify
ing the diagnostic criteria. Similarly, a rest that 
uses a diagnostic term in its ride may differ sig
nificantly from another resr using a similar tide 
or from a subscale with rhe same rerm. For 
example, some diagnostic sys rems may define 
depression by behavioral symptomatology 
{e.g., psychomotor rerardarion, disturbance in 

appetite or sleep) or by affective symptomatol
ogy (e.g., dysphoric feeling, emotional flatness) 
or by cognitive symptomatology (e.g., thoughts 
of hopelessness, morbidity) or some orher 
symrcomarology. Further, rarely are the symp
toms of diagnostic categories mutually exclu
sive. Hence, ir can be expected rhar a given 
symptom may be shared by several diagnostic 
categories. More knowledgeable and precisely 
drawn inferences relating to a diagnosis may be 
obtained from rest scores if appropriace weight 
is given to rhe symptoms included in rhe diag
nostic category and to the suirabiliry of each 
rest ro assess rhe symptoms. 

Different methods may be used to assess 
particular diagnostic categories. Some methods 
rely primarily on structured interviews using a 
«yes" or "no" format in which rhe professional 

is interested in the presence or absence of diag
nosis-specific symptomatology. Other methods 
often rely principally on tests of personality or 

cognitive functioning and use configurations of 
obtained scores. These configurations of scores 
indicate the degree ro which a client's respons
es are similar to those of individuals who have 
been determined by prior research to belong to 
a specific diagnostic group. 

Diagnoses made wirh rhe help of resr scores 
typically are based on empirically demonstrat
ed relationships between the test score and rhe 
diagnostic category. Validity studies that demon
strate relationships between test scores and 
diagnostic categories currently are available for 
some diagnostic categories. Sometimes rests rhar 
do not have supporting validity studies also may 

be useful to rhe professional in arriving ar a 
diagnosis. This also may occur, for example, 
when the symptoms assessed by a rest are a 
subset of the criteria that comprise a particular 
diagnostic category. While it often is nor feasi
ble for individual professionals to personally 
conduct research into relationships between 
obtained scores and inferences, their familiarity 
with the body of rhe research lirerarure rhac 

examines these relationships is important. 
The professional often can enhance the 

diagnostic inferences derived from rest scores 
by integrating the test results wirh inferences 
made from other sources of information regard
ing rhe client's functioning such as self-reported 
history or information provided by significant 
ochers or systematic observations in rhe natural 
environment or in the resting sening. In arriv
ing ar a diagnosis, a professional also looks for 
information chat does not corroborate the 
diagnosis, and in those instances, places appro
priate limits on the degree of confidence placed 
in the diagnosis. When relevant to the referral 
issue, rhe professional acknowledges alrernarive 
diagnoses rhar may require consideration. 
Particular attention is paid ro all relevant avail
able data before concluding chat a client falls 
into a diagnostic category. Cultural sensitivity 
is paramount to avoid misdiagnosing and over 
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pathologizing culturally appropriate behavior, 
affect or cognition. Tesrs also are used ro assess 
the appropriateness of continuing the initial 
diagnostic characterization, especialty after a 

course of treatment or if the client's psycholog

ical functioning has changed over time. 

Neuropsychodiagnosis. Neuropsycho
logical testing analyzes the current psychological 
and behavioral status, including manifestations 
of neurological, neuropathological, and neuro
chemical changes chat may arise during devel
opmenc or from brain injury or illness. The 

purposes of neuropsychological testing typically 
include, bur are not limited ro, the following: 

differential diagnoses between psychogenic and 
neurogenic sources of cognitive, perceptual, and 

personality dysfunction; differential diagnoses 
between two or more suspected etiologies of 
cerebral dysfunction; evaluation of impaired 
functioning secondary to a cerebral, cortical, or 
subcortical event; establishment of neuropsy
chological baseline measurements for monitoring 
progressive cerebral disease or recovery effects; 

comparison of pre- and post-pharmacologic, 

surgic;l, behavioral, or psychological interven

cions; identi.ficacion of patterns of higher cortical 

function and dysfunction for the formulation 

of rehabilitation strategies and for che design of 
remedial procedures; and characterizing brain
behavior functions co assist che crier of fact in 
criminal and civil legal actions. 

TESTING FOR INTERVENTION PLANNING ANO OUTCOME 

EVALUATION 
Professionals often rely on test results for 

assistance in planning, executing, and evaluat
ing interventions. Therefore, their awareness of 
validity information chat suppom or does not 
support the relationship between test results, 
prescribed interventions, and desired ourcome 
is important. Intervencions may be intended co 
prevent the onset of one or more symptoms, to 
stabilize or overcome them, to ameliorate their 
effects, to minimize their impact, and co pro
vide for a person's basic physical, psychological, 
and social needs. Intervention planning typical-
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ly occurs foilowing an evaluation of the nature 

and severiry of a disorder and a review of person
al and concexrual conditions char may impact irs 

resolurion. Subsequent evaluations may occur 

in an effort co diagnose furrher the nature and 

severity of the disorder, to review the effects of 
incervencions, to revise chem as needed, and to 
meet erhical and legal standards. 

TESTING FOR JUDICIAL AND GOVERNMENTAL DECISIONS 

Clients may voluntarily seek psychological 
testing as pare of psychological assessmcncs to 

assist in matters before a court or ocher govern
menral agencies. Conversely, courts or other 

governmental agencies sometimes require a 

client to submit involuntarily to a psychological 
or neuropsychological assessment that may 
involve a wide range of psychological tests. The 
goal of these psychological assessments is to 

provide important information to a third parry, 
client's attorney, opposing attorney, judge, or 
adminiscrative board about che psychological 
functioning of the client that has bearing on 

the legal issues in question. At the outset of 
evaluations for judicial and government deci

sions, it is imperative co clarify the purpose of 
the evaluation, who will have access ro the rest 

results and the reports, and any rights chat 
the diem may have co refuse to participate in 

court-ordered evaluations. 
The goals of psychological testing in judi

cial and governmental settings are informed and 
constrained by the legal issues ro be addressed, 
and a detailed understanding of their salient 
aspects is essential. Legal issues may arise as 
part of a civil proceeding (e.g., involuntary 
commitment, testamentary capacity, compe
tence to stand trial, parole, child custody, per
sonal injury, discrimination issues), a criminal 
proceeding (e.g., compelence to stand trial, not 
guilry by reason of insanity; mitigating circum
stances in sentencing), derermination of rea
sonable accommodations for employees with 
disabilities, or an administrative proceeding or 
decision (e.g., license revocation, parole, work
er's compensation). Each of these legal issues is 
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defined in law applicable to a particular legisla
tive jurisdiction. The definition of each legal 

issue may be jurisdiction specific. For example, 

the criteria by which a person can be involun
tatily committed often differ between legisla
tive jurisdictions. Furthermore, tests initially 

administered for one purpose also may be used 

for another purpose (e.g., initially used for a 
civil case but later used in administrative or 
criminal proceedings). 

Legislatures, courts, and other adminscra
tive bodies often define legal issues in common
ly used language, not in diagnostic or ocher 

technical psychological terms. The professional 

is responsible for explaining the diagnostic frame 
of reference, including test scores and inferences 

made from them, in terms of the legal criteria 

by which the juty, judge, or administrative board 

will decide the legal issue. For example, a diag
nosis of schizophrenia or neuropsychological 
impairment, which does not also include a ref
erence to the legal criteria, neither precludes an 

exa.rninee from obtaining sole custody of children 
in a child custody dispute nor does it necessar

ily acquit a person of criminal responsibility. 
In instances involving legal or quasi-legal 

issues, it is important to assess the examinee's 

tesr-caking orientation including response bias 

to ensure chat the legal proceedings have not 

affected the responses given. For example, a 
person seeking to obtain the greatest possible 
monetary award for a personal injury may be 
motivated to exaggerate cognitive and emotional 
symptoms, while persons attempting to forestall 
rhe loss of a professional license may anempr to 

portray rhemselves in rhe best possible light by 
minimizing symptoms or deficirs. In forming 
an assessment opinion, it is necessaty to inter
prc:t the test scores with informed knowledge 
relating to the available validity and reliability 
evidence. When forming such opinions, it also 
is necessary to integrate a client's test scores with 
all other sources of information that bear on 
current status including psychological, medical, 
educational, occupational, legal, and other rel
evant collateral records. 

Some tests are intended to provide informa
tion about a client's funaioning that helps clarify 
a given legal issue (e.g., parental functioning in 

a child custody case or ability to understand 

charges against a defendant in competency to 
stand trial matters). The manuals of some tesrs 

also provide demographic and actuarial data 

for normative groups chat are representative of 
persons involved in the legal system. However, 
many tests measure construas chat are generally 
relevant to the legal issues even though norms 
specific to the judicial or governmental context 
may not be available. Professionals are expected 

to make evety effort to be aware of evidence of 

validity and reliability chat supports or does not 

support their inferences and to place appropri
ate limits on the opinions rendered. Test users 

who practice in judicial and government set

tings are expected to be aware of conflicts of 

interest chat may lead to bias in the interpreta
tion of test results. 

Protecting the confidentiality of a client's 

test results and of the test instrument itself poses 
particular challenges for professionals involved 

with attorneys, judges, jurors, and ocher legal 
and quasi-legal decision makers. The test taker 

does have a right to expea that test results will 

be communicated only to persons who are 

legally authorized to receive chem and that 

other information from the testing session that 
is not relevant to the evaluation will not be 

reported. It is important for the professional to 
be apprised of possible threats to confidentiality 
and test security (e.g., releasing the test questions, 
the examinee's responses, and raw and scaled 
scores on tests to another qualified profession
al) and to seek, if necessary, appropriate legal 
and ptofessional remedies. 

TESTING FOR PERSONAL AWARENESS, GROWTH, 

ANO ACTION 

Tests and inventories frequently are used 
ro provide information to help individuals ro 
understand themselves, to identify their own 
strengths and weaknesses, and to otherwise 
clarify issues important to their own decision 
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making and development. For example, test 
results from personality inventories may help 

clients berter understand themselves and also 
understand their interactions with ochers. 

Results from interest inventories and tests of 
ability may be useful to individuals who are 

making educational and career decisions. 
Appropriate cognitive and neuropsychological 

tests char have been normed and standardized 
for children may facilitate the monitoring of 
development and growth during the formative 
years when relevant interventions may be more 
efficacious for preventing potentially disabling 
learning disabilities from being overlooked or 
misdiagnosed. 

Test results may be used for self.-exploracion, 

self-growth, and decision making in several 
ways. First, the results can provide individuals 
with new information chat allows chem to 

compare themselves with ochers or to evaluate 

themselves by focusing on self-descriptions and 

characterizations. Test results also may serve to 
stimulate discussions between a diem and pro
fessional, to facilitate client insights, to provide 

directions for future considerations, to help 
individuals identify strengths and assets, and to 

provide the professional with a general frame

work for organizing and integrating informa
tion about an individual. Testing for personal 

growth may take place in training and develop
ment programs, within an educational curricu
lum, during psychotherapy, in rehabilirarion 

programs as part of an educational or career 
planning process, or in other situations. 

Summary 
The application of psychological rests continues 
ro expand in scope and depth on a course chat 
is characterized by an increasingly diverse sec of 
pu1poses, procedures, and assessment needs and 
challenges. Therefore, the responsible use of 
tests in practice requires a commitment by the 
professional to develop and maintain the nec
essary knowledge and competence to select, 
administer, and interpret tests and inventories 
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as crucial elements of the psychological t~_,dng 

and assessment process. The standards in chis 
chapter provide a framework for guiding che 
professional toward achieving relevance and 

effectiveness in che use of psychological rests 
within che boundaries or limits defined by che 

professional's educational, experiential and ethi

cal foundations. Earlier chapters and srandards 

chat are relevant to psychological resting and 
assessment describe general aspects of test quali
ty (chapters 1-6, chapter 11), rest fairness 
(chapters 7-10), and rest use (chapter 11). 
Chapter 13 discusses educational applications; 
chapter 14 discusses test use in the workplace, 
including credentialing, and me impormnce of 
collecting data chat provide evidence of a rest's 

accuracy for predicting job performance; and 
chapter 15 discusses rest use in program evalua
tion and public policy. 
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Standard 12.1 
Those who use psychological tests should 
confine their testing and related assess
ment activities to their areas of compe
tence, as demonstrated through education, 
supervised training, experience, and appro
priate credentialing. 

Comment: The responsible use and interpreta
tion of rest scores require appropriate levels of 
experience and sound professional judgment. 
Competency also requires sufficient familiarity 
with the population from which rhe rest raker 
comes to allow appropriate interaction, tesr 
selection, resr administration, and test inter
pretarion. For example, when personality rests 
and neuropsychological tests are administered 
as part of a psychological assessment of an 
individual, the rest scores must be understood 
in the context of the individual's physical and 
emotional scare, as well as the individual's cul
tural, educational, occupational, and medical 
background, and must rake into account ocher 
evidence relevant to rhe tests used. Test inter
pretation in this context requires professional
ly responsible judgment chat is exercised 
within rhe boundaries of knowledge and 
skill afforded by rhe professional's education, 
training, and supervised experience. 

Standard 12.2 
Those who select tests and interpret test 
results should refrain from introducing bias
es that accommodate individuals or groups 
with a vested interest in decisions affected 
by the test interpretation. 

Comment: Individuals or groups with a vested 
interest in the significance or meaning of the 
findings from psychological resting include 
many school personnel, attorneys, referring 
health professionals, employers, professional 
associates, and managed care organizations. In 
some settings a professional may have a profes
sional relationship with multiple clients (e.g., 

with both the rest raker and the organization 
requesting assessment). A professional engaged 
in a professional relationship with multiple 
clients rakes care to ensure char the multiple 
relationships do nor become a conflict of inter
est char would occur when rhe professional's 
judgment coward one client is unduly influ
enced by his or her relacionship with the ocher 
client. Test selections and inrerprerarions char 
favor a special external expectation or perspec
tive by deviating from established principles of 
sound rest interpretation are unprofessional 
and unethical. 

Standard 12.3 
Tests selected for use in individual testing 
should be suitable for the characteristics and 
background of the test taker. 

Comment: Considerations for rest selection 
should include culture, language and/or physi
cal requirements of the test and the availability 
of norms and evidence of validity for a popula
tion representative of the test taker. If no nor
mative or validity studies are available for the· 
population at issue, test inrerprerarions should 
be qualified and presented as hypotheses rather 
than conclusions. 

Standard 12.4 
If a publisher suggests that tests are to be used 
in combination with one another, the profes
sional should review the evidence on which the 
procedures for combining tests is based and 
determine the rationale for the specific combi
nation of tests and the justification of the 
interpretation based on the combined scores. 

Comment: For example, if measures of developed 
abilities (e.g., achievement or specific or general 
abilities) or personality are packaged with inter
est measures to suggest a requisite combination 
of scores, or a neuropsychological banery is 
being applied, then supporting validiry data for 
such combinations of scores should be available. 
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Standard 12.5 
The selection of a combination of tests to 
address a complex diagnosis should be 
appropriate for the purposes of the assessment 
as determined by available evidence of validity. 
The professional's educational training and 
supervised experience also should be com
mensurate with the test user qualifications 
required to administer and interpret the 
selected tests. 

Comment: For example, in a neuropsychologi
cal assessment for evidence of an injury ro a 
particular area of the brain, it is necessary to 

select a combination of tests of known diag
nostic sensitivity and specificity to impair
ments arising from trauma to various regions 
of the cerebral hemispheres. 

Standard 12.6 
When differential diagnosis is needed, the 
professional should choose, if possible, a test 
for which there is evidence of the test's ability 
to distinguish between the two or more diag
nostic groups of concern rather than merely 
to distinguish abnormal cases from the gen
eral population. 

Comment: Professionals will find it particularly 
helpful if evidence of validity is in a form that 
enables them to determine how much confi
dence can be placed in inferences regarding an 
individual. Differences between group means 
and their statistical significance provide inade
quate information regarding validity for 
individual diagnostic purposes. Additional 
information might consist of confidence inter
vals, effecr sizes, or a cable showing the degree 
of overlap of predicwr distributions among 
different criterion groups. 

Standard 12.7 
When the validity of a diagnosis is appraised 
by evaluating the level of agreement between 
test-based inferences and the diagnosis, the 
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diagnostic rerms or caregories employed 
should be carefully defined or identified. 

Standard 12.8 
Professionals should ensure that persons 
under their supervision, who administer and 
score tests, are adequately trained in the set
tings in which the testing occurs and with 
the populations served. 

Standard 12.9 
Professionals responsible for supervising 
group testing programs should ensure that 
the individuals who interpret the test scores 
are properly instructed in the appropriate 
methods for interpreting them. 

Comment: If, for example, interest invenrories 
are given to college students for use in aca
demic advising, the professional who super
vises the academic advisors is responsible for 
ensuring chat the advisors know how to pro
vide an examinee an appropriate incerpreration 
of the test results. ' 

Standard 12.10 
Prior to testing, professionals and test 
administrators should provide the test taker 
with appropriate introductory information 
in language understandable to the test taker. 
The test taker who inquires also should be 
advised of opportunities and circumstances, 
if any, for retesting. 

Comment: The client should understand test
ing time limits, who will have access ro the 
test resulrs, if and when rest resulrs will be 
shared with the test taker, and if and when 
decisions based on the test results will be 
shared with the test raker. 

Standard 12.11 
Professionals and others who have access to 
test materials and test results should ensure 
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the confidentiality of rhe test results and 
testing materials consistent with legal and 
professional ethics requirements. 

Comment: Professionals should be knowledge

able and conform to record-keeping and con
fidentiality guidelines required by the state or 

province in which rhey practice and the pro

fessional organizations to which they belong. 

Confidentiality has different meanings for the 
test developer, the rest user, the resr taker, and 

third parties (e.g., school, court, employer). 
To the extent possible, the professional who 

uses rests is responsible for managing che con
fidentiality of cest information across all par
ries. It is important foe che professional to be 
aware of possible threats to confidentiality and 

rhe legal and professional remedies available. 

Professionals also are responsible for main

taining rhe security of testing materials and 

for protecting the copyrights of all cescs ro rhe 
excenc permitted by law. 

Standard 12.12 
The professional examines available norms 

and follows administration instructions, 
including calibration of technical equip
ment, verification of scoring accuracy and 

replicability, and provision of settings for 
testing that facilitate optimal performance 

of test takers. However, in those instances 

where realistic rather than optimal test set

tings will best satisfy the assessment purpose, 
the professional should report the reason for 
using such a setting and, when possible, also 
conduct the testing under optimal conditions 
to provide a comparison. 

Comment: Beca.use the normative data against 
which a client's performance will be evaluated 
were collected under the reported standard 
procedures, the professional needs to be aware 
of and cake into account che effect that non

srandard procedures may have on che client's 
obtained score. When the professional uses 

tests that employ an unstructured response 
format, such as some projective techniques 
and informal behavioral racings, the profes
sional should follow objective scoring criteria, 
where available and appropriate, chat are clear 
and minimize the need for che scorer to rely 

only on individual judgment. The resting may 
be conducted in a realistic, less than optimal, 

setting co determine how a client with an 

attentional disorder, for example, performs in a 
noisy or distracting environment rather rhan 

in an optimal environment that typically 
protects the test raker from such external 

threats co performance efficiency. 

Standard 12.13 
Those who select tests and draw inferences 

from test scores should be familiar with the 

relevant evidence of validity and reliability 

for tests and inventories used and should be 

prepared ro articulate a logical analysis that 

supports all facets of the assessment and the 
inferences made from the assessment. 

Comment: A presentation and analysis of 

validity and reliability evidence generally is 
not needed: in a written report, beca.use it is 

too cumbersome and oflitcle interest to most 

report readers. However, in situations in which 

the selection of tests may be problematic (e.g., 
verbal subcescs with deaf clients), a brief 

description of the rationale for using or not 

using particular measures is advisable. 

When potential inferences derived from 
psychological test data are not supported by 
evidence of validity yet may hold promise for 
future validation, they may be described by 
the test developer and professional as hypothe
ses for further validation in test interpretation. 
Such interpretive remarks should be qualified 
to communica.re to the source of che referral 
chac such inferences do nor as yet have ade
quately demonstrated evidence of validity and 
should nor be rhe basis for a diagnostic deci

sion or prognostic formulation. 

133 

AERA_APA_NCM E_ 0000141 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 71 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 44 of 103

JA2376

I STANDARDS PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING AND ASSESSMENT / PART 111 

Standard 12.14 
The interpretation of test results in the 
assessment process should be informed 
when possible by an analysis of stylistic and 
other qualitative features of test-taking 
behavior that are inferred fi-om observations 
during interviews and testing and from 
historical information. 

Comment: Such features of test-raking behavior 
include manifestarions of fatigue, momentary 
fluctuations in emotional state, rapport with 
the examiner, test taker's level of motivation, 
withholding or distortion of response as seen 
in instances of deception and malingering or 
in instances of pseudoneurological conditions, 
and unusual response or general adaptation to 
the testing environment. 

Standard 12.15 
Those who use computer-generated inter
pretations of test data should evaluate the 
quality of the interpretations and, when 
possible, the relevance and appropriateness 
of the norms upon which the interpretations 
are based. 

Comment: Efforts to reduce a complex set of 
data into computer-generated interpretations 
of a given construct may yield grossly mis
leading or simplified analyses of meanings of 
test scores, that in turn may lead to faulty 
diagnostic and prognostic decisions as well 
as mislead rhe trier of fact in judicial and 
government settings. 

Standard 12.16 
Test interpretations should not imply that 
empirical evidence exists for a relationship 
among particular test results, prescribed 
interventions, and desired outcomes, unless 
empirical evidence is available for popula
tions similar to those representative of the 
exa.nunee. 
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Standan:i 12.17 
Criterion-related evidence of validity should 
be available when recommendations or deci
sions are presented by the professional as 
having an actuarial basis. 

Standard 12.18 
The interpretation of test or test battery 
results generally should be based upon mul
tiple sources of convergent test and collateral 
data and an understanding of the normative, 
empirical, and theoretical foundations as 
well as the limitations of such tests. 

Comment: A given pattern of test perform
ances represents a cross-sectional view of the 
individual being assessed within a particular 
context (i.e., medical, psychosocial, educa
tional, vocational, cultural, ethnic, gender, 
familial, genetic, and behavioral). The inter
pretation of findings derived from a complex 
battery of tests in such contexts requires 
appropriate education, supervised experience, 
and an appreciation of procedural, theoreti
cal, and empirical limitations of the tests. 

Standard 12.19 
The interpretation of test scores or patterns 
of test battery results should take cognizance 
of the many factors that may influence a 
particular testing outcome. Where appropri
ate, a description and analysis of the alterna
tive hypotheses or explanations that may 
have contributed to the pattern of results 
should be included in the report. 

Comment: Many factors (e.g., unusual testing 
conditions, motivation, educational level, 
employment status, lateral sensorimotor usage 
preferences, health, or disability status) may 
influence individual testing results. When 
such factors are known to introduce con
struct-irrelevanr variance in component tesr 
scores, chose factors should be considered 
during test score interpretations. 
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Standard 12.20 
Except for some judicial or governmental 
referrals, or in some employment testing sit
uations when the client is the employer, pro
fessionals should share test results and 
interpretations with the test taker. Such 
information should be expressed in language 
that the test taker, or when appropriate 
the test taker's legal representative, can 
understand. 

Comment: For example, in rehabilitation set
tings, where clients typically are required to 
participate actively in intervention programs, 
sharing of such information, expressed in 
terms chat can be understood readily by the 
client and family members, may facilitate the 
effectiveness of intervention. 

STANDARDS I 
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Background 
This chapter concerns testing in formal educa
tional serrings from kindergarten through post
graduate training. Results of rests administered 
to students are used ro make judgments, for 
example, abour rhe status, progress, or accom

plishments of individuals or groups. Tests that 
provide information about individual perform
ance are used ro (a) evaluate a student's overall 
achievement and growth in a content domain, 
(b) diagnose student suengrhs and weaknesses 
in and acro55 content domains, (c) plan educa
tional interventions and ro design individual
ized insrruccional plans, (d) place srudents in 
appropriate educational programs, (e) select 
applicants into programs wirh limited enroll
ment, and (f) certify individual achievement or 

qualifications. Tests that provide information 

about the status, progress, or accomplishments 
of groups such as schools, school districts, or 

stares are used (a) ro judge and monitor the 

quality of educational programs for all or for 
particular subsets of individuals, and (b) to 

infer rhe success of policies and interventions 
mat have been selected for evaluation. These 
resting purposes are typically mandated by 

institutions such as schools and colleges and 
by governing bodies of public and privately 
administered educational programs. 

fn this chapter, three broad areas of edu

cational testing are considered that encompass 
one or more of the above purposes: (a) routine 
school, district, state, or other system-wide 
resting programs; (b) testing for selection in 
higher education; and (c) individualized and 
special needs testing. While the second and 
rhird areas refer ro relatively specific purposes 
of testing, system-wide testing programs can 
encompass multiple individual and group pur
poses. For each of these areas, the chapter elab
orates on the specific purposes and domains 
encompassed and raises specific issues of tech-

nical quality and fairness in testing that may 
not be addressed or emphasized in me preced

ing chapters. This chapter does not explicitly 
address issues related ro tests constructed and 
administered by teachers for their own class
room use or provided by publishers of instruc

tional materials. While many aspects of the 

Standards, particularly rhose in rhe areas of 
validity, reliability, test development, and fair
ness, are relevant ro such rests, this document 
is not intended for rests used by teachers for 

rheir own classroom purposes. 

Issues in Educational Testing 
This chapter first considers some cross-cutting 
i55ues: the discincrions among rypes of rests, me 

design or use of resrs ro serve multiple pur

poses including the measurement of change, 
and rhe "srakes" associated with different pur

poses for testing in education. 

01STINCTTONS AMONG TYPES OF TESTS AND 

ASSESSMENTS 

Tests used in educational settings range 
from rests consisting of rradirional irem formats 
such as multiple-choice irems ro performance 

asse55ments including scorable portfolios. Every 
rest, regardle55 of its format, measures tesr-tal<er 
performance in a specified domain. Performance 
assessments, however, attempt ro emulate the 

context or conditions in which rhe intended 
knowledge or skiUs are actually applied. As dis
cussed in chapter 3, rhey are diverse in narure 
and can be product-based as well as behavior
based. The execution of the rasks posed in these 
tests often involves relatively extended time 
periods, ranging from a few minutes ro a class 
period or more ro several hours or days. 
Examples of such performances might include 
solving problems using manipulable materials, 
making complex inferences after collecting 
information, or explaining orally or in writing 
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rhe rationale for a particular course of govern

ment action under given economic condirions. 

The performance rask may be undertaken by 

a single individual or a ream of students. 
Performance assessments may require increased 

resting rime to provide sufficient domain sam
pling for reasonable estimates of individual 

attainment and for making generalizations to 

rhe broader domain. Exrended rime periods, 

collaboration, and the use of ancillary materials 

pose great challenges to rhe standardization of 

administration and scoring of some perform

ance assessments. This is particularly true when 

rest rakers define their own rasks or when they 

select their own work produces for evaluation. 

Wnen rhis is rhe case, rest takers need to be 

aware of the basis for scoring as well as rhe na

ture of the criteria rhar will be applied. Further, 

performance assessments often require com

plex procedures and training ro increase the 

accuracy of judgments made by those evaluat

ing student performance (see chapter 3). 

An individual portfolio may be used as 

another rype of performance assessmen r. 

Scorable portfolios are sysremaric collections of 

educarional products typically collected over 

rime and possibly amended over rime. The 

particular purpose of rhe portfolio determines 

whether ir will include representative products, 
rhe besr work of rhe student, or indicators of 

progress. The purpose also dictates who will be 

responsible for compiling rhe contents of rhe 

portfolio-the examiner, rhe student, or borh 

parries working together. The more standard
ized rhe contents and procedures of administra
tion, the easier it is to establish comparability of 

portfolio-based scores. Esrablishing comparabil
ity requires portfolios to be consrrucred accord
ing to rest specificarions and standards, and the 
development of objective procedures to judge 
rheir qualiry. The rest specifications for portfo
lios may indicate thar students are to make cer

tain decisions about the nature of the work to be 
included. For example, in constructing an arr 

portfolio, students may select rhe media rhar 

best represent their work. Establishing compa-
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rabiliry also requires specifications regarding the 

kinds of assistance the student may have received 

during portfolio preparation. Ir is particularly 

difficult to compare the performance of students 

whose portfolios may vary in content. All per
formance assessments, including scorable ponfo

lios, are judged by rhe same srandards of rechni

cal quality as traditional rests of achievement. 

Electronic media are often used both ro 

present resting material and to record and score 

rest rakers' responses. These rests may be admin

istered in schools, in special laboratory serrings, 

or in external resring centers. Examples include 

simple enhancements of rexc by audio-raped 

insrrucrions ro facilirare student understand

ing, computer-based rests traditionally given in 

paper-and-pencil format, compurer-adaprive 
rests, and newer, interactive multimedia resting 

situations where arrribures of performance 

assessments are supported by computer. Some 

computer-based rests also may have the capacity 

to capture aspects of students' processes as they 

solve rest items. They may, for example, monitor 

rime spent on items, solutions tried and rejected, 

or editing sequences for texts. Elecrronic media 

also make ir possible to provide rest adminis

tration conditions designed to assist students 

wirh particular needs, such as those wirh dif

ferent language backgrounds, attention prob

lems, or physical disabilities. Computers can 

also help identify rhe contributions of individ

uals to a group rask completed by a ream or in 

geographically remote locations on a nerwork. 

Computer-based rests are evaluated by rhe 
same technical quality standards as other c~sts 
administered through more traditional means. 
lr is especially imporranr rhar rest takers be 
familiarized wirh rhe media of rhe resr so that 
any unfamiliarity wirh computers or strategies 
does nor lead to inferences based on consrrucr
irrelevanr variance. Furrhermore, ir is impcrrant 
ro describe scoring algorithms, expert models 
upon which they may be based, and cechnical 

data supporting their use in any documenra

rion accompanying rhe resting sysrem. Ir is 
important, however, to assure rhar rhe docu-
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mentarion does nor jeopardize the security of 

rhe items that could adversely affect rhe valid

ity of score interpretations. Some computer

based resrs may also generate recommendations 

for insrrucrional practices based on rest resulrs. 

Describing the basis for these recommenda

tions assists the user in evaluating their appli

cability in a given situation. 

MULTIPLE PURPOSES ANO MEASURING CHANGE 

Many rests are designed or used ro serve 

multiple purposes in education. For example, a 

rest may be used ro monitor individual student 

achievement as well as ro evaluate rhe quality 

of educational programs at the school or dis

trict level. As another example, a rest may be 

used to evaluate an individual's performance 

relative to rhe performance of one or more ref
erence populations as well as ro evaluate the 
level of rhe individual's competence in some 

defined domain (see chapters 3 and 4). The 

evidence needed for the technical quality of one 

purpose, however, will differ from the evidence 

needed for another purpose. Consequently, it 

is irripoiram ro evaluate rhe evidence of techni

cal quality for each purpose of tesdng. 

Test resu!rs may be used to infer the growth 

or progress as well as the status of individuals 

or groups of students, such as when rests are 

expected ro reveal rhe effects of instruction, 

of changes in educational policy, or of other 
interventions. In such cases, the rest's ability to 

detect change is essential. If differences in scores 

are reported, the technical quality of the dif
ferences needs attention. More generally, 

whenever inferences about growth or progress 

are made, it is important to evaluate rhe validi
ty of those inferences. 

STAKES OF TESTING 

The importance of the resulrs of res ring 
programs for individuals, institutions, or groups 
is often referred to as rhe stakes of the resting 
program. Ar the individual level, when signifi

cant educational paths or choices of an individual 

are directly affected by rest performance, such as 

whether a student is promoted or retained at a 

grade level, graduated, or admitted or placed 

inro a desired program, the rest use is said ro 

have high stakes. A low-stakes rest, on the other 

hand, is one administered for informational 

purposes or for highly tentative judgments such 

as when rest resulrs provide feedback ro srudenrs, 

teachers, and parents on studem progress dur

ing an academic period. Testing programs for 
institutions can have high stakes when aggre

gate performance of a sample or of rhe entire 

population of rest takers is used to infer the 

quality of service provided, and decisions are 

made about institutional status, rewards, or 

sanctions based on rest results. For example, 

the quality of reading curriculum and instruc

tion may be judged on rhe basis of rest results 

because rest scores can indicate rhe rare of stu
dent progress or the levels of atrainment reached 

by groups of students. Even when rest results 

are reported in the aggregate and intended for 

a !ow-stakes purpose such as moniroring the 

educational system, the public release of data 

can raise rhe stakes for particular schools or 

districts. Judgments about program quality, 

personnel, and educational programs mighr 

be made and policy decisions might be affect

ed, even though rhe tests were nor intended 

or designed for those purposes. 

The higher the stakes associated with a 

given rest use, rhe more important it is rhar 

rest-based inferences are supported with strong 

evidence of technical quality. In particular, 
when the stakes for an individual are high, and 
important decisions depend substantially on test 
performance, the rest needs ro exhibit higher 

standards of technical quality for its avowed 

purposes than might be expected of tests used 
for lower-stakes purposes (see chapters 1, 2, and 
7 for a more thorough discussion on validity, 
reliability, and bias in testing, respectively). 
Although it is never possible ro achieve perfect 
accuracy in describing an individual's perform
ance, efforts need ro be made ro minimize errors 

in estimating individual scores or in classifying 
individuals in pass/fail or adrnidrejecr categories. 

139 

AERA_APA_NCME_0000146 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 76 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 49 of 103

JA2381

Further, enhancing validity for high-stakes 
purposes, whether individual or institutional, 

typically entails collecting sound coHateral 
information both to assist in understanding 

the factors that contributed co test results and 
to provide corroborating evidence that supports 
inferences based on test results. These issues 

will be addressed more fully as they relate to 
the three areas of testing described below. 

School, District, State, or Other 
System-Wide Testing Programs 
As indicated previously, system-wide testing 

programs can span multiple purposes. At che 
individual level, tests are used for low-stakes 

purposes, such as monitoring and providing 
feedback on student progress, and for more 

high-stakes purposes, such as certifying stu

dents' acquisition of particular knowledge and 
skills for promotion, placement into special 
instructional programs, or graduation. At the 
school, district, state, or other aggregate level, 
a common purpose of tests is to evaluate the 

progress made by. groups of students or to 

monitor the long-term effectiveness of the 

overall educational system. Educational test

ing programs may also permit comparisons 
among the performance of various groups of 
students in different programs_ or in diverse 

settings for the purpose of making an evalua
tion of those learning environments. Chapter 
15 provides a more thorough discussion on 
program evaluation. 

In these contexts, educational tests are 
designed to measure certain aspects of stu
dents' knowledge and skills as reflected in cur
riculum goals and standards. There may be 
considerable variation in the breadth and 
depth of the knowledge and skills char are 
measured by such tests. Some educational 
rests focus on the test takers' general ability or 
knowledge in a particular content area, such as 
their understanding of mathematics or science. 
Other tests focus on test takers' specific knowl
edge of a topic in detail, such as trigonometry. 
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Seil! others emphasize specific skills or proce

dures, such as the ability to write persuasively 
or co design, conduce, and interpret the results 

of a scientific experiment. Tests may address 
ocher cognitive aspects of test takers' develop
ment, such as their ability to work with others 

co solve problems or their self-reported habits 
and attirudes, as well as noncognitive aspects, 
such as students' ability ro perform particular 
physical tasks. In most cases, valid interpreta
tion of the results requires that evidence of the 
fit between the test domain and the relevant 
curriculum goals or standards be ascertained. 

Testing programs may involve che use of 

tests designed co represent a set of general edu
cational standards as determined for instance 

by rhe scare, district, or relevant educational 
professional organization. Such tests are con

ceptually similar to criterion-referenced rests, 
in that a set of content standards is developed 
that is intended to provide broad specifica

tions for student performance by delimiting 
the content and general skills co be measured. 
Subsequently; descriptive or empirical targets 
or levels of achievement are developed and 

referred to as performance standards. These 

performance standards are imended to define 
further the knowledge and skills required of 
students for each of the different categories 

of proficiency. 
This type of testing may involve the devel

opment of a new rest ro assess the relevant 
content and skills or the selection of an exist
ing cesr that can be referenced co the standards. 
Whether a test is designed or selected, valid 
interpretation of the results in light of the stan
dards en rails assessment of the degree of fit 
between the test domain and contents and the 
descriptive statements of standards or goals. 
This involves a process of mapping or referenc
ing the content and skills of the test to those of 
the standards to be sure chat gaps or imbal
ances do not occur. The curriculum goals or 

standards may be sufficiently broad to encom
pass many different ways for students to 

demonstrate their status, accomplishments, or 
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progress. Moreover, some goals or standards 
may nor lend themselves co conventional test 

formats. These are cases in which the rest may 

result in construct underrepresentation chat 
refers co the extent co which a rest fails to cap

ture important aspects of what it is intended to 
measure. Chapter 1 provides a more thorough 

discussion of construct underrepresentation. 
In these cases, interpretation of test results in 
light of goals or standards is enhanced by an 
understanding of what is nor covered as well 
as what is covered by rhe test. Sometimes, 
additional commercial or locally developed 
tests are administered within a particular juris

dicrio n, and attempts are made to link these 
existing rests co the proficiency levels reported 
for the new rest or co provide ocher evidence 

of comparabiliry. Ir is important co provide 

logical and empirical validiry evidence of any 
reported links. For example, evidence can be 
collected co determine the extent co which the 
existing rest can provide information about the 

proficiency of individual students and groups 
of students in the particular content areas and 
skiils addressed by the standards. The validiry 
of such links is problematic co the extent char 

the rests measure different content (see chapter 

4 for a discussion on issues in equating and 

linking cescs). 
When inferences are to be drawn about the 

performance of groups of students, practical 
considerations and the format of che test (e.g., 
performance assessment) often dictate chat dif
ferent subgroups of students within each unit 
respond to different secs of tasks or items, a pro
cedure referred to as matrix sampling. This 
matrix sampling approach allows for a test co 
berrer represent the breadth of the target domain 
without increasing the cescing rime for each test 
taker. Group-level results are most useful when 
testing programs and student populations 
remain sufficiently stable co provide informa
tion about trends over time. When a resting 
program is designed for group-level reporting 
and employs matrix sampling, reporting indi
vidual scores generally is not appropriate. 

When interpreting and using sco;cs about 
individuals or groups of students, considera

tion of relevant collateral information can 
enhance the validiry of che incerprecacion, by 

providing corroborating evidence or evidence 
char helps explain student performance. Test 

results can be influenced by multiple factors, 
including insritucional and individual factors 

such as the quality of education provided, 
students' exposure co education (e.g., through 
regular school attendance), and students' 
motivation co perform well on the rest. 

fu the stakes of resting increase for indi

vidual students, che importance of considering 
additional evidence co document the validiry 

of score interpretations and the fairness in rest
ing increases accordingly. The validiry of indi

vidual interpretations can be enhanced by 

caking into account ocher relevant information 
about individual students before making 
important decisions. Ir is important co consider 
rhe soundness and relevance of any collateral 
information or evidence used in conjunction 
with rest scores for making educational decisions. 
Further, fairness in testing can be enhanced 
through careful consideration of conditions char 

affect students' opportunities to demonstrate 

their capabilities. For example, when rem are 

used for promotion and graduation, che fairness 

of individual interpretations can be enhanced 
by (a) providing students with multiple oppor
tunities co demonstrate their capabilities 
through repeated resting with alternate forms 
or through other construct-equivalent means, 
(b) ensuring srudents have had adequate notice of 
skills and content co be reseed along with other 
appropriate test preparation material, (c) pro
viding students with curriculum and instruc
tion chat affords chem the opportunity co learn 
rhe content and skills char are reseed, and (d) 
providing students with equal access to any 
specific preparation for rest caking (e.g., rest
caking strategies). Chapter 7 provides a more 
rhorough discussion on fairness in testing. 

Collateral information can also enhance 
interpretation and decisions at the inscirucional 
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level. For instance, changes in test scores from 

year to year may not only reflect changes in 
the capabilities of students bur also changes 

in the student population (e.g., successive 
cohorts of students). Differences in scores 

across ethnic groups may be confounded with 

differences in socioeconomic status of the 
communities in which they live and, hence, 
the educational resources to which students 
have access. Differences in scores from school 

to school may similarly reflect differences in 
resources and activities such as the qualifica
tion of teachers or the number of advanced 
course offerings. While local empirical evi

dence of the influence of these fuccors may not 
be readily available, consideration of evidence 

from similar contexts available in published 

literature can enhance the quality of the inter
pretation and use of current results. 

Because public participation is an integral 
part of educational governance, policymakers, 
professional educators, and members of the 
public are concerned with che nature of educa
tional tests, the domains char the rests are 
intended ro measure, the choices in test design, 

adoption, and implementation, and the issues 

associated with valid interpretation and uses 
of rest results. le is important that test results 

be reported in a way char all stakeholders can 
understand, that enables sound interpretations, 

and that decreases the chance of misinterpreta
tions and inappropriate decisions. 

Large-scale testing is increasingly viewed 

as a cool of educational policy. From chis per
spective, rests used for program evaluation, 
such as some state tests that are aligned co the 
state's own curriculum standards, are nor used 
solely as measures of school outcomes (see 
chapter I 5 for a more thorough discussion on 
the use of tests for program evaluation). They 
are also viewed as a means to influence cur
riculum and instruction, co hold teachers and 
school administrators accountable, to increase 

scudenc motivation, and to communicate per
formance expectations to students, to teachers, 

and co the public. If such goals are ser forrh as 

142 

EDUCATIONAL TESTING AND ASSESSMENT/ PART Ill 

pan of the rationale for a resting program, the 

validity of the resting program needs to be 
examined with respect co these goals. Beyond 

any intended policy goals, it is important to 
consider potential unintended effects that 

may result from large-scale resting programs. 
Concerns have been raised, for instance, about 
narrowing the curriculum co focus only on 
the objectives tested, restricting the range of 
instructional approaches to correspond to 
the testing format, increasing the number of 
dropouts among students who do not pass the 
test, and encouraging ocher instructional or 
administrative practices that may raise test 
scores without affecting the quality of educa
tion. It is important for those who mandate 

tests co consider and monitor their conse
quences and to identify and minimize the 

potential of negative consequences. 

Selection in Higher Education 
It is widely recognized that resrs are used in the 

selection of applicants for admission to partic
ular education'!! programs, especially admis
sions to colleges', universities, and professional 

schools. Selection criteria may vary within 

an institution by academic specialization. In 
addition to scores from selection tests, many 
other sources of evidence are used in making 

selection decisions, including past academic 
records, transcripts, and grade-point average 
or rank in class. Scores on tesrs used to certify 
students for high school graduation may be 
used in the college admissions process. Other 
measures used by some institutions are samples 
of previous work by students, lists of academic 
and service accomplishments, letters of rec
ommendation, and student-composed state
ments evaluated for the appropriateness of 
the goals and experience of the student or 
for writing proficiency. 

Two major points may be made about the 
role of tests in rhe admissions process. Often, 
scores are used in combination with ocher 

sources of information. Some of these supple-
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mental sources of evidence may not be reliably 
assessed or may lack comparabiliry from appli
cant ro applicant. For this reason, it is impor
tam that studies be conducted examining the 
relationships among test scores, data from 
other sources of information, and college per
formance. Second, the public and policymak
ers are to be cautious about the widespread 
use of reports of college admission test scores 
to infer the effectiveness of middle school and 
high school as well as to compare schools or 
states. Admissions tests, whether they are 
intended to measure achievement or abiliry, 
are not direcdy linked to a particular instruc
tional curriculum and, therefore, are not 
appropriate for detecting changes in middle 
school or high school performance. Because 
of differential motivational factors and other 
demographic variables found across and within 
pre-collegiate programs, self-selection precludes 
general comparisons of test scores across demo
graphic groups. Therefore, self-selection also 
precludes comparisons of test scores among 
the full ranges of pre-collegiate programs. 

Individualized and Special Needs 
Testing 
Individually administered tests are used by 
school psychologists and other professionals 
in schools and ocher related settings to 

facilitate the learning and developmem of 
students who may have special educational 
needs (see chapter 12). Some of these services 
are rese.rved for those students who have gift
ed capabilities as well as for those students 
who may have relatively minor academic dif
ficulties (e.g., such as those requiring reme
dial reading). Ocher services are reserved for 
students who display behavioral, emotional, 
physical, and/or more severe learning diffi
culries. Services may be provided to students 
who are in regular classroom settings as well 
as to students who need more specialized 
instruction outside of the regular classroom. 
The ultimate purpose of these services is to 

assure all students are placed into appropriate 
educational programs. 

Individually administered tests can serve 
a number of purposes, including screening, 
diagnostic classification, intervention planning, 
and program evaluation. For screening purpos
es, tests are administered to identify students 
who might differ significantly from their peers 
and might require additional assessment. For 
example, screening tests may be used to identi
fy young children who show signs of develop
mental disorders and to signal the need for 
further evaluation. For diagnostic purposes, 
tests may be used to clarify the types and 
extent of an individual's difficulties or prob
lems in light of well-established criteria. Test 
results provide an important basis for deter
mining whether the student meets eligibiliry 
requirements for special education and ocher 
related services and, if so, the specific types 
of services that the student needs. Test results 
may be used for intervention purposes in 
establishing behavior and learning goals and 
objectives for the student, planning instruc
tional strategies that should be used, and speci
fying the appropriate secting in which the 
special services are to be delivered (e.g., regular 
classroom, resource room, full-rime special 
class, etc.). Subsequent to the student's place
ment in special services, tests may be adminis
tered to monitor the progress of the student 
coward prescribed learning goals and objec
tives. Test results may be used also to evaluate 
the effectiveness of instruction to determine 
wherher ,he special services need co be comin

ued, modified, or discontinued. 
Many types of tests are used in individual

ized and special needs testing. These include 
tests of cognitive abilities, academic achieve
ment, learning processes, visual and auditory 
memory, speech and language, vision and 
hearing, and behavior and personality. These 
tests are used typically in conjunction with 
other assessment methods such as interviews, 
behavioral observation, and review of records. 
Each of these may provide useful data for mak-
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ing appropriate decisions about a student. In 
addition, procedures that aim to link assess
ment closely to intervention may be used, 
including behavioral assessments, assessments 
of learning environments, curriculum-based 
tests, and portfolios. Regardless of the qualities 
being assessed and types of data collection 
methods employed, assessment data used in 
making special education decisions are evaluat
ed in terms of validity, reliability, and relevance 
ro the specific needs of che students. They 
muse also be judged in terms of their useful
ness for designing appropriate educational pro
grams for students who have special needs. 

The amount and complexity of the assess
ment data required for making various deci
sions about a student will vary depending on 
the purpose of testing, rhe needs of the stu
dent, and other information already available 
about the student (e.g., current scores on a rel
evant rest may be on file for some students but 
not for others). In general, resting for screening 
and program evaluation purposes typically 
involves the use of one or two tests rather than 
comprehensive test batteries. For determining 
eligibility and designing intervention, testing 
and assessment is more comprehensive and 
may involve multiple procedures and sources. 
Moreover, in-depth analyses and interpretation 
of the data are necessary. 

In special education, tests are selected, 
administered, and interpreted by school psy
chologists, school counselors, regular and spe
cial educarors, speech pathologists, and 
physical therapists, among other professionals. 
The validiry of inferences will be enhanced if 
test users possess adequate knowledge of the 
principles of measurement and evaluation. 
However, this diverse group of test users may 
differ in their levels of technical expertise in 
measurement and degree of professional train
ing in assessment procedures. It is important 
chat professional evaluators administer and 
interpret only chose rests with which they 
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have training and competence, in order to 

prevent misuse of rests. 
State and federal law generally requires 

that students who are referred for possible 
special education services be screened for eli
gibility. The screening or initial assessment 
may in turn call for a more comprehensive 
evaluation. Bur rhe large numbers of srudenrs 
co be tested, the high cost of special educa
tion programs, and che limits of time create 
pressures on special education assessment 
practices. Assessment usually muse be com
pleted within a specific number of working 
days after referral, and, in most instances, the 
school district is responsible for funding spe
cial services recommended by the child study 
team. Occasionally, administrators might be 
inclined co use less expensive, less time-con
suming, or more readily available testing pro
cedures than a professional evaluator believes 
are warranted. An example would be the 
inappropriate use of available, but less ade
quately trained, staff co evaluate students. 
There also might be pressures to minimize 
or overlook problems that require expensive 
services. These conditions are likely to 

adversely affect the validity of the interpreta
tion of rest resulcs. Adherence to professional 
standards governing test use in conducting 
special education assessments is important, in 
the face of pressures to use more expedient 
procedures. The responsible use of tests by 
school personnel can improve the opportuni
ties for promoting rhe development and 
learning of all children. 
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Standard 13.1 
When educational testing programs are 
mandated by school, district, state, or 
other authorities, the ways in which test 
results are intended to be used should be 
clearly described. It is the responsibility 
of those who mandate the use of tests to 
monitor their impact and to identify and 
minimize potential negative consequences. 
Consequences resulting from the uses of 
the test, both intended and unintended, 
should also be examined by the test user. 

Comment: Mandated testing programs are 
often justified in terms of their potential 
benefits for teaching and learning. Concerns 
have been raised about the potential negative 
impact of mandated testing programs, par
ticularly when they result direccly in impor
tant decisions for individuals or institutions. 
Frequent concerns include narrowing the 
curriculum to focus only on the objectives 
tested, increasing the number of dropouts 
among students who do not pass the test, 
or encouraging other instructional or 
administrative practices simply designed 
co raise rest scores rather than co affect 
the quality of education. 

Standard 13.2 
In educational settings, when a test is 
designed or used to serve multiple purpos
es, evidence of the test's technical quality 
should be provided for each purpose. 

Comment: In educational testing, it has 
become common practice to use the same 
test for multiple purposes (e.g., monitoring 
achievement of individual students, provid
ing information to assist in instructional 
planning for individuals or groups of stu
dents, evaluating schools or districts). No 
test will serve all purposes equally well. 
Choices in rest development and evaluation 
thar enhance validity for one purpose may 

STA~U]ARDSI 

diminish validity for other purposes. 
Different purposes require somewhat dif
ferent kinds of technical evidence, and 
appropriate evidence of technical quality for 
each purpose should be provided by the test 
developer. If the test user wishes to use the 
test for a purpose not supporred by the 
available evidence, it is incumbent on the 
user to provide the necessary additional 
evidence (see chapter l). 

Standard 13.3 
Wben a test is used as an indicator of 
achievement in an instructional domain 
or with respect to specified curriculum 
standards, evidence of the extent to which 
the test samples the range of knowledge 
and elicits the processes reflected in the 
target domain should be provided. Both 
tested and target domains should be 
described in sufficient detail so their rela
tionship can be evaluated. The analyses 
should make explicit those aspects of the 
target domain that the test represents as well 
as those aspects that it fails to represent. 

Comment: Increasingly, rests are being devel
oped to monitor progress of individuals and 
groups toward local, state, or professional 
curriculum standards. Rarely can a single 
test cover the full range of performances 
reflected in the curriculum standards. To 
assure appropriate interpretations of test 
scores as indicators of performance on these 
standards, it is essential to document and 
evaluate both the relevance of the test to the 
standards and the extent to which the test 
repre,sents the standards. When existing resrs 
are selecred by a school, district, or stare to 
represent local curricula, it is incumbent on 
the user to provide the necessary evidence of 
the congruency of the curriculum domain 
and the rest cement. Further, conducting 
studies of the cognitive strategies and skills 
employed by test takers or studies of the 
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relationships berween test scores and other 
performance indicators relevant to the broad
er domain enables evaluarion of the extent to 
which generalizations to the broader domain 
are supported. This information should be 
made available to all those who use the rest 
and imerpret the test scores. 

Standard 13.4 
Local norms should be developed when 
necessary co support rest users' intended 
interpretations. 

Comment: Comparison of examinees' scores 
to local as well as more broadly representative 
norm groups can be informative. Thus, sam
ple size permitting, local norms are often use
ful in conjunction with published norms, 
especial!y if the local population differs 
markedly from the population on which pub
lished norms are based. In some cases, local 
norms may be used exclusively. 

Standard 13.5 
When test results substantially contribute to 
making decisions about student promotion 
or graduation, there should be evidence that 
the test adequately covers only the specific 
or generalized content and skills that stu
dents have had an opportunity to learn. 

Comment: Studenrs, parenrs, and educational 
staff should be informed of the domains on 
which the students will be tested, the nature 
of the item types, and the standards for mas
tery. Reasonable efforts should be made ro 
documenr rhe provision of instruction on 
reseed content and skills, even though it may 
not be possible or feasible ro derermine rhe 
specific content of insrrucrion for every sru
dent. Chapter 7 provides a more thorough 
discussion of the difficuhies rhar arise wirh 
this conception of fairness in resting. 
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Standard 13.6 
Students who must demonstrate mastery 
of certain skills or knowledge before being 
promoted or granted a diploma should have 
a reasonable number of opportunities to suc
ceed on equivalent forms of the test or be 
provided with construct-equivalent testing 
alternatives of equal difficulty to demon
strate the skills or knowledge. In most cir
cumstances, when students are provided 
with multiple opportunities to demonstrate 
mastery, the time interval between the 
opponunities should allow for students to 

have the opportunity to obtain the relevant 
instructional experiences. 

Comment: The number of opportunities and 
time berween each tesring opportuniry will 
vary with the specific circumstances of the 
setting. Further, some students may beneflt 
from a different tesring approach to demon
strate their achievement. Care must be taken 
that evidence of construct equivalence of 
alternative approaches is provided as well as 
the equivalence of cur scores defining pass
ing expecrations. 

Standard 13.7 
In educational settings, a decision or charac
terization that will have major impact on a 
student should not be made on the basis of 
a single test score. Other relevant informa
tion should be raken into account if it will 
enhance the overall validity of the decision. 

Comment: As an example, when the purpose 
of testing is to identify individuals with spe
cial needs, including srudems who would 
benefir from gifted and talented programs, 
a screening for eligibility or an initial assess
ment should be conducted. The screening or 
initial assessment may in rum call for more 
comprehensive evaluation. The comprehen
sive assessment should involve the use of 
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multipie measures, and data should be col
lected from multiple sources. Any assessment 
dara used in making decisions are evaluated 
in terms of validity, reliability, and relevance 
to the specific needs of the sruden ts. It is 
important that in addition to test scores, 
other relevant information (e.g., school 
record, classroom observation, parent report) 
is taken into account by the professionals 
making the decision. 

Standard 13.8 
When an individual student's scores from 
different tests are compared, any educationai 
decision based on this comparison should 
take into account the extent of overlap 
between the two constructs and the reliabili
ty or standard error of the difference score. 

Comment: When difference scores between 
two tests are used to aid in making educa
tional decisions, it is important that the two 
tests are standardized and, if appropriate, 
normed on the same population at about the 
same time. In addition, the reliability and 
standard error of the difference scores 
between the two tests are affected by the 
relationship between the constructs meas
ured by the tests as well as the standard 
errors of measurement of the scores of the 
two tests. In the case of comparing ability 
with achievement test scores, the overlapping 
nature of the two constructs may render the 
reliability of the difference scores lower than 
test users normally would assume. If the abili
ty and/or achievement tests involve a signifi
cant amount of measurement error, this will 
also reduce the confidence one may place on 
the difference scores. All these factors affect 
the reliability of difference scores between 
tests and should be considered by professional 
evaluators in using difference scores as a basis 
for making important decisions about a stu
dent. This standard is also relevant when 
comparing scores from different components 

STANDARDS I 

of the same test such as multiple aptitude test 
batteries and selection tests. 

Standard 13.9 
When test scores are intended to be used as 
part of the process for making decisions for 
educational placement, promotion, or 
implementation of prescribed educational 
plans, empirical evidence documenting the 
relationship among particular test scores, the 
instructional programs, and desired student 
outcomes should be provided. When ade
quate empirical evidence is not available, 
users should be cautioned to weigh the test 
results accordingly in light of other relevant 
information about the student. 

Comment: The validity of test scores for 
placement or promotion decisions rests, in 
part, upon evidence about whether students, 
in fact, benefit from the differential instruc
tion. Similarly, in special education, when 
test scores are used in the development of 
specific educational objectives and instruc
tional strategies, evidence is needed to show 
that the prescribed instruction enhances stu
dents' learning. When there is limited evi
dence about the relationship among rest 
results, instructional plans, and student 
achievement outcomes, test developers and 
users should stress the tentative nature of the 
test-based recommendations and encourage 
teachers and other decision makers to consider 
the usefulness of test scores in light of orher 
relevant information about the students. 

Standard 13.10 
Those responsible for educational testing pro
grams should ensure that the individuals who 
administer and score the test(s) are proficient 
in the appropriate test administration proce
dures and scoring procedures and that they 
understand the importance of adhering to the 
directions provided by the test developer. 
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Standard 13.11 
In educational settings, test users should 
ensure that any test preparation activities 
and materials provided to students will not 
adversely affect the validity of test score 
inferences. 

Comment: In most educational resting 
contexts, the goal is to use a sample of test 
items to make inferences ro a broader 
domain. When inappropriate test prepara
tion activities occur, such as reaching items 
that are equivalent to those on the test, the 
validity of test score inferences is adversely 
affected. The appropriateness of rest prepa
ration activities and materials can be evalu
ated, for example, by determining the 
extent to which they reflect rhe specific rest 
items and the extent to which test scores are 
artificially raised without actually increasing 
students' level of achievement. 

Standard 13.12 
In educational settings, those who super
'lise others in test selection, administration 
and interpretation should have received ' 
education and training in testing necessary 
to ensure familiarity with the evidence for 
validity and reliability for tests used in the 
educational setting and to be prepared to 
articulate or to ensure that others articu
late a logical explanation of the relation
ship among the tests used, the purposes 
they serve, and the interpretations of the 
test scores. 

Standard 13.13 
Those responsible for educational testing 
programs should ensure that the individuals 
who interpret the test results to make deci
sions within the school context are qualified 
to do so or are assisted by and consult 
with persons who are so qualified. 
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Comment: When testing programs are used 
as a strategy for guiding instruction, teach
ers expected to make inferences about 
instructional needs may need assistance in 
interpreting test results for this purpose. If 
the tests are normed locally, statewide, or 
nationally, teachers and administrators need 
to be proficient in interpreting the norm
referenced rest scores. 

The interpretation of some test scores 
is sufficiently complex to require chat the 
user have relevant psychological training 
and experience or be assisted by and consult 
with persons who have such training and 
experience. Examples of such tests include 
individually administered intelligence rests, 
personality invemories, projective techniques, 
and neuropsychological rests. 

Standard 13.14 
In educational settings, score reports 
should be accompanied by a dear state
ment of the degree of measurement error 
associated with each score or classification 
level and information on how to interpret 
the scores. 

Comment: This information should be com
municated in a way that is accessible to per
sons receiving the score report. For instance, 
the degree of uncertainty might be indicated 
by a likely range of scores or by the proba
bility of misclassification. 

Standard 13.15 
In educational settings, reports of group 
differences in test scores should be accom
panied by relevant contextual information, 
where possible, to enable meaningful 
interpretation of these differences. Where 
appropriate contextual information is not 
available, users should be cautioned 
against misinterpretation. 
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Comment: Observed differences in test scores 
between groups (e.g., classified by gender, race/ 
ethnicity, school/district, geographical region) 
can be influenced, for example, by differences 
in course-taking patterns, in curriculum, in 
reacher's qualifications, or in parental educa
tional level. Differences in performance of 
coho res of students across rime may be influ
enced by changes in the population of students 
rested or changes in learning opportunities for 
students. Users should be advised ro consider 
rhe appropriate contextual information and 
cautioned against misinterpretation. 

Standard 13.16 
In educational settings, whenever a test 
score is reported, the date of test adminis
tration should be reported. This informa
tion and the age of any norms used for 
interpretation should be considered by test 
users in making inferences. 

Comment: When a test score is used for a 
particular purpose, rhe dare of rhe rest score 
should be taken into consideration in deter
mining its worch or appropriateness for mak
ing inferences about a student. Depending 
on the particular domain measured, rhe 
validity of score inferences may be question
able as time progresses. For instance, a read
ing score from a rest administered 6 months 
ago to an elementary school-aged student 
may no longer reflect the student's current 
reading level. Thus, a rest score should not 
be used if it has been determined that undue 
rime has passed since the rime of data collec
tion and char the score no longer can be con
sidered a valid indicator of a student's current 
level of proficiency. 

Standard 13.17 
When change or gain scores are used, such 
scores should be defined and their technical 
qualities should be reported. 

STANDARDS! 

Comment: The use of change or gain scores 
presumes the same rest or equivalent forms 
of rhe rest were used and rhar rhe rest has 
(or rhe forms have) nor been materially 
altered between administrations. The stan
dard error of the difference between scores 
on the pretest and posrcesc, the regression of 
posnest scores on pretest scores, or relevant 
data from other reliable mechods for examin
ing change, such as chose based on structural 
equation modeling, should be reported. 

Standard 13.18 
Documentation of design, models, scoring 

algorithms, and methods for scoring and 
classifying should be provided for tests 
administered and scored using multimedia 
or computers. Construct-irrelevant variance 
pertinent to computer-based resting and 
the use of other media in testing, such as 
the test taker's familiarity with technology 
and the rest format, should be addressed in 
their design and use. 

Comment: Jr is important to assure rhar rhe 
documentation does nor jeopardize the secu
rity of the items that could adversely affect 
the validity of score interpretations. Computer 
and multimedia resting need ro be held to 

che same requirements of technical quality 
as are other rests. 

Standard 13.19 
In educational settings, when average or 
summary scores for groups of students are 
reported, they should be supplemented 
with additional information about the 
sample size and shape or dispersion of 
score distributions. 

Comment: Score reports should be designed 
to communicate clearly and effectively to 
their intended audiences. In most cases, 
reporrs rhar go beyond average score compar
isons are helpful in furthering thoughtful use 
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and interpretation of rest scores. Depending 
on che intended purpose and audience of che 

score report, additional information might 

cake che form of srandard deviations or other 

common measures of score variability, or of 

selected percencile poincs for each discribu
cion. Alcernacively, benchmark score levels 
might be established and chen, for each group 

or region, che proportions of cest takers 
attaining each specified level could be 
reported. Such benchmarks might be defined, 
for example, as selected percentiles of the 

pooled distribution for all groups or regions. 

Other disrriburional summaries of reporting 

formats may also be useful. The goal of more 

derailed reporting muse be balanced against 
goals of clarity and conciseness in commu

nicating test scores. 
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Background 
Employment testing is carried out by organi

zations for purposes of employee selection, 
promotion, or placement. Selection generally 
refers co decisions about which individuals will 
enter the organization; placement refers to 
decisions as to how to assign individuals to 
positions within the work force; and promotion 
refers to decisions about which individuals with

in the organization will advance. What all three 
have in common is a focus on rhe prediction of 

future job behaviors, with the goal of influenc

ing organizational outcomes such as effici~ncy, 

growth, productivity, and employee motivation 
and satisfaction. 

Testing used in the processes of licensure 
and certification, which will here generically 

be called credentialing, focuses on the appli
cant's current skill or competency in a speci
fied domain. In many occupations, individuals 
must be licensed by governmental agencies in 

order to engage in the particular occupation. 
In other occupations, professional societies or 

ocher organizations assume responsibility for 

credentialing. Although licensure is typically 
a credential for entry into an occupation, cre
dentialing programs may exist at varying lev
els, from novice ro expert in a given field. 
Certification is usually sought voluntarily, 
although occupations differ in the degree to 
which obtaining certification influences employ
ability or advancement. Testing is commonly 
only a part of a credentialing process, which 
may also include other requirements, such as 
education or supervised experiences. The 
Standards apply ro the use of tests in the broad
er credentialing process. 

Testing is also carried out in work organ
izations for a variety of purposes orher than 
employment decision making and credentialing. 
Tesring ro detect psychopathology can take 
place, as in the case of an employee exhibiting 

behavioral problems at work. Testing as a tool 

for personal growth can be part of training 

and development programs, in which instru
ments measuring personality characteristics, 
interests, values, preferences, and work s,yles 
are commonly used with the goal of provid
ing self-insight to employees. Testing can also 

take place in the context of program evaluation, 
as in the case of an experimental study of the 
effectiveness of a training program, where test, 
may be administered as pre- and post-measures. 

The focus of this chapter, though, is on the use 

of testing in employment and credentialing. 

Many issues relevant to such resting are dis
cussed in other chapters: technical matters in 
chapters 1-6, fairness issues in chapters 7-10, 
general issues of rest use in chapter 11, and 
individualized assessment of job candidates in 
chapter 12. 

Employment Testing 
iHE iNFLUENCE OF CONTEXT ON iEST USE 

Employment testing involves using test 

information to aid in personnel decision making. 
Borh the content and rhe context of employ

ment resting varies widely. Content may cover 
various domains of knowledge, skills, abilities, 
traits, dispositions, and values. The context in 
which resrs are used also varies widely. Some 
contextual features represent choices made by 
the employing organization; others represent 
constraints that must be accommodated by the 
employing organization. Decisions about the 
design, evaluation, and implementation of a 
resting system are specific to the context in 
which the system is to be used. Imporrant con
textual features include the following: 

Internal vs. external candidate pool. 
In some instances, such as promotional set
tings, the candidates co be tested are already 
employed by the organization. In ochers, 
applications are sought from outside the 
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organization. In others, a mix of incernal and 
external candidates is sought. 

Untrained vs, specialized jobs, In some 
instances, untrained individuals are selected 
either because the job does not require spe
cialized knowledge or skill or because the organ
ization plans co offer training after the point 
of hire. In other instances, trained or experi
enced workers are sought with the expecta
rion char they can immediately srep inro a 
specialized job. Thus, rhe same job may require 
very different selection systems depending on 
whether trained or untrained individuals will 
be hired or promoted. 

Short-term vs. long-term focus. In some 
instances, the goal of the selection system is co 
predict performance immediately upon or 
shortly after hire. In other instances, the con

cern is wirh longer-term performance, as in rhe 
case of predictions as to whether candidates 
will successfully complete a multiyear overseas 

job assignment. Concerns about changing job 
casks and job requiremenrs also can lead co a 
focus on characceriscics projecred to be nec
essary for performance on the target job in 
the future, even if not a part of the job as 
currently constituted. 

Screen in vs. screen out. In some 
instances, the goal of the selection system is 
to screen in individuals who will perform well 
on one sec of behavioral or outcome criteria 
of interest to rhe organization. In ochers, rhe 
goal is co screen out individuals for whom che 
risk of pathological, deviant, or criminal 
behavior on che job is deemed roo high. A 
resting system well suited co one objective 
may be completely inappropriate for another. 
That an individual is evaluated as a low risk 
for engaging in pathological behavior does not 
imply a prediction char the individual will 
exhibit high levels of job performance. That a 
test is predictive of one criterion does not sup
port the inference of linkages to ocher criteria 
of interest as well. 

Mechanical vs. judgmental decision 
making. In some instances, test information 
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is used in a mechanical, standardized fashion. 
This is the case when scores on a test battery 
are combined by formula and candidates are 
selected in mice top-down rank order, or when 
only candidates above specific cur scores are 
eligible to continue to subsequent stages of a 
selection system. In ocher instances, informa
tion from a test is judgmentally integrated with 
information from ocher tests and with noncesc 
informarion co form an overall assessment of 
the candidate. 

Ongoing vs. one-time use of a test. 
In some instances, a test may be used for an 
extended period of rime in an organization, 
permitcing che accumulation of data and expe
rience about the rest in that context. In ocher 
instances, concerns about test security are such 
that repeated use is infeasible, and a new rest 

is required for each test administration. For 
example, a work-sample test for lifeguards, 
requiring retrieving a mannequin from the 
bottom of a pool, is nor compromised if candi
dates possess detailed knowledge of the test in 
advance. In contrast, a written job knowledge 
test may be severely compromised if some can
didates have access to the test in advance. The 
key quesrion is wherher advance knowledge of 
test content changes the construcrs measured 
by the test. 

Ftxed applicant pool vs. continuous Bow. 
In some instances, an applicant pool can be 
assembled prior to beginning the selection 
process, as in the case of a policy that all can
didates applying before a specific dace will be 
considered. In other cases, there is a cominuous 
flow of applicants about whom employment 
decisions need to be made on an ongoing basis. 
A ranking of candidates is possible in the case 
of rhe fixed pool; in the case of a continuous 
flow, a decision may need to be made about 
each candidate independent of information 
about other candidates. 

Small vs. large sample size. Large sample 
sizes are sometimes available for jobs with 
many incumbents, in situations in which mul
tiple similar jobs can be pooled, or in situa-
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tions in which organizations with simiiar jobs 
collaborate in selection system development. 
In other situations, sample sizes are small; at the 
extreme is the case of the single-incumbent 
job. Sample size affects the degree ro which 
different lines of evidence can be drawn on in 
examining validiry for the intended inference 
co be drawn from the tesc. For example, rely
ing on the local setting for empirical linkages 
between test and criterion scores is not techni
cally feasible with small sample sizes. 

Size of applicant pool, relative to the 
number of job openings. The size of an 
applicant pool can constrain the rype of testing 
system that is feasible. For desirable jobs, very 
large numbers of candidates may vie for a small 
number of jobs. Under such scenarios, short 
screening tests may be used to reduce the pool 
to a size for which the administration of more 
time-consuming and expensive tests is practi
cable. Large applicant pools may also pose test 
security concerns, limiting the organization to 
testing methods that permit simultaneous test 
administration to all candidates. 

Thus, test use by employers is conditioned 
by contexrual features such as those in the fore
going list. Knowledge of these fearures plays an 
important part in the professional judgment 
that will influence both the rype of testing sys
tem that will be developed and the strategy that 
will be used to evaluate critically the validity of 
the inference(s) drawn using the testing system. 

THE VALIDATION PROCESS IN EMPLOYMENT TESTING 
The fundamental inference w be drawn 

from test scores in most applications of test
ing in employment settings is one of predic
tion: the test user wishes to make an inference 
from test results to some future job behavior 
or job outcome. Even when the validation strat
egy used does not involve empirical predictor
criterion linkages, as in the case of reliance on 
validity evidence based on test content, there 
is an implied criterion. Thus, while different 
strategies of gathering evidence may be used, 
the inference to be supported is that scores on 

the test can be used to predict subsequent job 
behavior. The validation process in employment 
settings involves the gathering and evaluation 
of evidence relevant to sustaining or challeng
ing this inference. As detailed below, a variety 
of validation strategies can be used to support 
chis inference. 

le thus follows that establishing this pre
dictive inference requires chat attention be 
paid to two domains: that of the test (the 
predictor) and chat of the job behavior or out
come of interest (the criterion). Evaluating the 
use of a test for an employment decision can 
be viewed as testing the hypothesis of a link
age between these domains. Operadonally, there 
are many ways of testing this hypothesis. This 
is illustrated by the following diagram: 

predictor ---
measure 

---- criterion 
measure 

I~ I 
2 5 4 

I ~I 
predictor criterion 
construct ---- 3 ---- construct 
domain domain 

The diagram differentiates between a pre
dictor construct domain and a predictor meas
ure and between a criterion construct domain 
and a criterion measure. A predictor construct 
domain is defined by specifying the set of 
behaviors that will be included under a partic
ular construct label (e.g., verbal reasoning, 
typing speed, conscientiousness). Similarly, a 
criterion commt.et dtm>.ain specifies the set of job 
behaviors or job outcomes that will be included 
under a particular construct label (e.g., per
formance of core job tasks, teamwork, atten
dance, sales volume, overall job performance). 
Prediccor and criterion measures are attempts 
at operationalizing these domains. 
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The diagram enumerates a number of 
inferences commonly of interest. The first is 
the inference that scores on a predictor measure 
are related ro scores on a criterion measure. 

This inference is rested through empirical 
examination of relationships bet\veen the rwo 
measures. The second and fourth are conceptu

ally similar: both examine the inference char an 

operational measure can be incerpreced as rep
resenting an individual's standing on the con

struct domain of interesc. Logical analysis, 
expert judgment, and convergence with or 
divergence from conceptually similar or differ
enc measures are among the forms of evidence 
that can be examined in resting these linkages. 
The third is che inference of a relationship 
bet\Veen the predictor construct domain and 
the criterion construct domain. This linkage is 

established on the basis of theoretical and logi
cal analysis. It commonly draws on systematic 

evaluation of job content and expert judgment 

as to the individual characteristics linked to 

successful job performance. The fifth represents 
the linkage between rhe predictor measure and 

the criterion construct domain. 
Some predictor measures are designed 

explicidy as samples of the criterion construct 
domain of inreresr, and, thus, isomorphism 
between the measure and che construct domain 
constitutes direcr evidence for linkage 5. 

Establishing linkage 5 in chis fashion is the hall
mark of approaches that rely heavily on what 

these Standards refer to as "validity evidence 
based on test concenr," referred to as content 
validity in prior conceptualizations of the valida
tion process. Tests in which candidates for life
guard positions perform rescue operations or in 
which candidates for word processor positions 
type and edit cexc exemplify rhis approach. 

A prerequisite co the use of a predictor 
measure for personnel selection is that the 
linkage between the predictor measure and 
the criterion construct domain be established. 

As the diagram illumates, there are multiple 

strategies for establishing this crucial linkage. 
One strategy is direct, via linkage 5; a second 

154 

involves pairing linkage l and linkage 4; and a 
third involves pairing linkage 2 and linkage 3. 

When the rest is designed as a sample of 
the criterion construct domain, this linkage can 
be established directly via linkage 5. Another 

strategy for linking a predictor measure and the 
crirerion construct domain focuses on linkages 

I and 4: pairing an empirical link bet\Veen the 
predictor and criterion measures with evidence 

of the adequacy with which the criterion meas
ure represents rhe criterion construct domain. 

The empirical link between the predictor meas
ure and che criterion measure is pate of what 
these Standards refer co as "validity evidence 
based on relationships co other variables," 
referred ro as cricerion-relaced validity in prior 
conceptualizations of the validation process. 
The empirical link of the test and the criterion 

measure muse be supplemented by evidence of 
the relevance of the criterion measure to the 

criterion construct domain to complete the 

linkage between che test and the criterion con

struct domain. Evidence of the relevance of the 

criterion measure to the criterion construct 
domain is commonly based on job analysis, 
though in some cases the link between che 
domain and the measure is so direct that rele
vance is apparent without job analysis (e.g., 
when the criterion construct of interest is 
absenteeism or cumover). Nore that this strate

gy does not necessarily rely on a well-developed 
predictor construct domain. Predictor measures 

such as empirically keyed biodata measures are 

constructed on the basis of empirical links 
between rest item responses and the criterion 
measure of inceresL Such measures may, in 
some instances, be developed without a fully 
established a priori conception of che predictor 
construct domain; rhe basis for their use is the 
direct empirical link between test responses and 
a relevant criterion measure. 

Yet another sccacegy for linking predictor 
scores and the criterion construct domain 

focuses on pairing evidence of the adequacy 
wich which the predictor measure represents 

the predicror construct domain (linkage 2) 
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with evidence of rhe linkage between rhe pre
dictor construct domain and rhe criterion con
struct domain (linkage 3). As noted above, 
there is no single direct route to establishing 
these linkages. They involve lines of evidence 
subsumed under "construct validity" in prior 
conceptualizations of rhe validation process. A 
combination of lines of evidence, such as 
expert judgment of rhe characrerisrics predic

tive of job success, inferences drawn from an 

analysis of critical incidenrs of effective and 
ineffective job performance, and interview and 
observation methods, may supporr inferences 
about rhc predictor constructs linked to rhe 
criterion construct domain. Measures of rhese 
predictor constructs may then be selected or 
developed, and the linkage between rhe predic
tor measure and rhe predictor construct domain 
ca.n be established with various lines of evidence 

for linkage 2 discussed above. 
Thus mulriple sources of data and mulri

ple lines of evidence can be drawn on to eval u
are rhe linkage between a predictor measure 

and rhe criterion construct domain of interest. 

There is nor a single correct or even a preferred 
method of inquiry for establishing this linkage. 
Rather, rhe test user muse consider rhe specifics 
of the resting situation and apply professional 
judgment in developing a strategy for resting 
the hypothesis of a linkage between rhe predic
tor measure and the criterion domain. 

For many resting applications, there is a 
considerable cumulative body of research chat 

speaks to some, if not all, of the inferences dis
cussed above. A meta-analytic integration of 

chis research can form an integral part of the 
strategy for linking test information ro the 
construct domain of interest. The value of col
lecting local validation data varies with rhe 
magnitude, relevance, and consistency of 
research findings using similar predictor meas
ures and similar criterion construct domains 
for similar jobs. In some cases, a small and 
inconsistent cumulative research record may 
lead to a validation strategy that relies heavily 
on local data; in ochers, a large, consistent 

research base may make investing resources in 
additional local dara collection unnecessary. 

BASES FOR EVALUATING TEST USE 

While a primary goal of employment rest
ing is the accurate prediction of subsequent 
job behaviors or job outcomes, it is important 
ro recognize that rhere are limits to the degree 
to which such cri reria can be predicted. Perfect 

prediction is an unattainable goal. First, behav
ior in work settings is also influenced by a wide 

variety of organiz.arional and extra-organiza

tional factors, including supervisor and peer 
coaching, formal and informal training, changes 
in job design, changes in organiz.arional struc

tures and systems, and changing family respon
sibilities, among ochers. Second, behavior in 
work settings is influenced by a wide variety of 
individual characteristics, including knowledge, 

skills, abilities, personality, and work attitudes, 

among ochers. Th us any single characteristic 
will be only an imperfect predictor, and even 

complex selection systems focus on rhe sec of 
consrrucrs deemed most critical for rhe job, 

rather than on all characteristics char can influ

ence job behavior. Third, some measurement 
error always occurs even in well-developed rest 
and criterion measures. 

Thus, resting systems cannot be judged 
against a standard of perfect prediction bur 

rather in terms of comparisons with available 
alternative selection methods. Professional 

judgment, informed by knowledge of the 
research literature about the degree of predic
tive accuracy relative to available alternatives, 
influences decisions about rest use. 

Decisions about rest use are often influ
enced by additional considerations including 
utility (i.e., cost-benefit) evaluation, value 
judgments about rhe relative importance of 
selecting for one criterion domain vs. ochers, 
concerns about applicant reactions to test con
tent and process, rhe availabiliry and appro
priateness of alternative selection methods, 
stacutory or regularory requirements governing 
test use, and social issues such as workforce 
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diversity. Organizational values necessarily 

come into play in making decisions about test 
use; organizations with comparable evidence 
supporting an intended inference drawn from 
test scores may thus reach different conclusions 
about whether co use any parricular tesc. 

Testing in Professional and 
Occupational Credentialing 
Tests are widely used in rhe credentialing of 
persons for many occupations and profes
sions. Licensing requiremenrs are imposed by 
state and local governments to ensure that 
chose licensed possess knowledge and skills in 
sufficient degree ro perform important occu
pational activities safely and effectively. 
Certification plays a similar role in many 
occupations nor regulated by governments and 
is often a necessary precursor to advancemenr 
in many occupations. Certification has also 
become widely used to indicate rhat a person 
has certain specific skills (e.g., operation of 
specialized auto repair equipment) or knowl
edge (e.g., estate planning), which may be only 

a part of their occupational duties. Licensure 
and certification, as well as registry and other 
warrants of expertise, will here generically be 
called credentialing. 

Tests used in credentialing are intended 
to provide the public, including employers 
and government agencies, wirh a dependable 
mechanism for identifying practitioners who 
have met particular standards. The standards 
are srricr, bur not so suingem as co unduly 
restrain the right of qualified individuals co 
offer their services co the public. Credentialing 
also serves co protect the profession by 
excluding persons who are deemed to be not 
qualified co do the work of the occupation. 
Qualifications for credentials typically include 
educational requirements, some amount of 
supervised experience, and other specific crite
ria, as well as attainment of a passing score on 
one or more examinations. Tests are used in 
credentialing in a broad spectrum of profes-

156 

sions and occupations, including medicine, 
law, psychology, teaching, arch icecrure, real 
estate, and cosmetology. In some of these, 
such as actuarial science, clinical neuropsy
chology, and medical specialties, tests are also 
used co certify advanced levels of expertise. 
Relicensure or recertification is also required 
in some occupations and professions. 

Tesrs used in credentialing are designed 
m determine whether the essential knowledge 
and skills of a specified domain have been 
mastered by the candidate. The focus of per
formance standards is on levels of knowledge 
and performance necessary for safe and appro
priate practice. Test design generally starts with 
an adequate definition of che occupation or 
specialry, so chat persons can be dearly identi
fied as engaging in the activity. Then, rhe 
nature and requirements of the occupation, in 
ics current form, are delineated. Often, a 
chorough analysis is conducted of the work 
performed by people in the profession or 
occupation co document che tasks and abilities 
rhac are essential to practice. A wide variety of 

empirical approaches is used, including delin
eation, critical incidence techniques, job analy
sis, training needs assessments, or practice 
studies and surveys of practicing professionals. 
Panels of respected experts in the field often 
work in collaboration with qualified specialises 
in resting to define test specifications, includ
ing the knowledge and skills needed for safe, 
effective performance, and an appropriate way 
of assessing chat performance. Forms of resting 
may include ffaditional mulciple-choice tests, 
written essays, and oral examinations. More 
elaborate performance tasks, sometimes using 
computer-based simulation, are also used in 
assessing such practice components as, for 
example, patient diagnosis or treatment plan
ning. Hands-on performance casks may also 
be used (e.g., operating a boom crane or fill
ing a tooth) while being observed by one or 
more examiners. 

Credentialing tests may cover a number of 
related but distinct areas. Designing the testing 
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program includes deciding what areas are to be 
covered, whether one or a series of tests is ro 

be used, and how multiple test scores are to be 
combined to reach an overall decision. In some 
cases high scores on some tests are permitted 
to offset low scores on other rests, so that addi
tive combination is appropriate. In other cases, 
an acceptable performance level is required on 
each test in an examination series. 

Validation of credentialing tescs depends 
mainly on content-related evidence, often in 
the form of judgments that the test adequately 
represents the content domain of the occupa
tion or specialty being considered. Such evi
dence may be supplemented with other forms 
of evidence external to the test. Criterion-relat
ed evidence is of limited applicability in !icen
sure settings because criterion measures are 
generally not available for those who are not 
granted a license. 

Defining the minimum level of knowl
edge and skill required for licensure or certifi
cation is one of the most important and 
difficult tasks facing those responsible for cre
dentialing. Verifying the appropriateness of 
the cur score or scores on the tests is a critical 
element in validity. The validity of the infer
ence drawn from che test depends on whether 
the standard for passing makes a valid distinc
tion between adequate and inadequate per
formance. Often, panels of experts are used to 
specify the level of performance that should be 
required. Standards must be high enough to 
protect che public, as well as the practitioner, 
bur not so high as to be unreasonably limiting. 
Verifying the appropriateness of che cut score 
or scores on a test used for licensure or certifi
cation is a critical element of the validity of 
test results. 

Legislative bodies sometimes attempt ro 
legislate a cut score, such as a score of 70%. 
Arbitrary numerical specifications of cut scores 
are unhelpful for two reasons. First, without 
derailed information about the test, job 
requirements, and their relationship, sound 
standard setting is impossible. Second, without 

detailed information about the format of the 
test and the difficulty of items, such numerical 
specifications have little meaning. 

Tests for credentialing need to be precise 
in che vicinity of the passing, or cue, score. 
They may not need to be precise for those 
who clearly pass or clearly fail. Sometimes a 
cest used in credentialing is designed to be pre
cise only in the vicinity of the cut score. 
Computer-based mastery tests may include a 
procedure to end the testing when a decision 
about the candidate's performance can be 
clearly made or when a maximum time limit 
is reached. This may result in a shorter test for 
candidates whose performance clearly exceeds 
or falls far below the minimum performance 
required for a passing score. The test raker 
may be told only whether the decision was 
pass or fail. Because such mastery rests are not 
designed to indicate how badly the candidate 
failed, or how well the candidate passed, provid
ing scores that are much higher or lower than 
the cut score could be misleading. Nevertheless, 
candidates who fail are likely to profit from 
information about the areas in which their per
formance was especially weak. When feedback 
to candidates about how well or how poorly 
they performed is intended, precision through
our the score range is needed. 

Practice in professions and occupations 
often changes over time. Evolving legal restric
tions, progress in scientific fields, and refine
ments in techniques can result in a need for 
changes in resr conrenr. When change is sub
stantial, it becomes necessary co revise the defi
nition of the job, and the test content, to 

reflect changing circumstances. When major 
revisions are made in the test, che cut score 
that identifies required rest performance is 
also reestablished. 

Because credentialing is an ongoing 
process, with tests given on a regular sched
ule, new versions of the test are often needed. 
From a technical perspective, all versions of a 
test should be prepared to the same specifi
cations and represent rhe same conrenr. 
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Alternate test forms should have comparable 

score scales so chat scores can retain their 

meaning. Various methods of jointly calibrat

ing alternate forms can be used co assure chat 

the standard for passing represents the same 
level of performance on all forms. le may be 
noted that release of past rest forms may com
promise the quality oF test form comparability. 

Some credentialing groups consider it 
necessary, as a practical matter, to adjust their 
criteria yearly in order ro regulate the number 
of accredited candidates entering the proFes

sion. This questionable procedure raises seri
ous problems for the technical quality of the 

rest scores. Adjusting the cur score annually 

implies higher standards in some years than in 
others, which, alchough open and straight
forward, is difficult to juscify on the grounds 

of quality of performance. Adjusting the score 
scale so rhat a certain number or proportion 
reach the passing score, while less obvious to the 
candidates, is technically inappropriate because 

it changes the meaning of the scores from 

year co year. Passing a credentialing examina
tion should signify t~at the candidate meets 

the knowledge and skill standards set by rhe 

credentialing body, independent of the avail

ability of work. 

Issues of cheating and test security are of 
special importance for testing practices in cre
dentialing. lssues of test security are covered 
in chapters 5 and 11. Issues of cheating by 
test takers are covered in chapter 8. Issues con

cerning che technical quality of tests are found 
in chapters l-6, and issues of fairness in chap
ters 7-10. 
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Standard 14.1 
Prior to development and implementation 

of an employment test, a clear statement 

of the objective of testing should be made. 

The subsequent validation effort should be 
designed to determine how well the objec
tive has been achieved. 

Comment: The objectives oF employment 
cescs can vary considerably. Some aim to 
screen out those least suited for che job in 
question, while others are designed to iden
tify chose best suited for the job. Tests also 

vary in the aspects of job behavior they are 
intended to predict, which may include 

quantity or quality of work output, tenure, 
counterproductive behavior, and teamwork, 
among others. 

Standard 14.2 
When a test is used to predict a criterion, 
the decision to conduct local empirical 

studies of predictor-criterion relationships 

and interpretation of the results of local 

studies of predictor-criterion relationships 

should be grounded in knowledge of rele

vant research. 

Comment: The cumulacive liceracure on the 
relationship between a particular type of 
prediccor and type of criterion may be suffi
ciently large and consistent ro support the 
predictor-criterion relationship without addi
tional research. In some senings, the cumula
tive research licerature may be so subscanrial 
and so consistent chat a dissimilar finding in 
a local study should be viewed with caution 
unless che local scudy is exceptionally sound. 
Local studies are of greatest value in settings 
where the cumulative research literature is 
sparse (e.g., due to the novelty of rhe predic
ror and/or criterion used), where the cumula
tive record is inconsistent, or where the 

cumulative literature does not include studies 
similar co the local setting (e.g., a test with a 
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large cumularive literarure dealing exclusively 
with production jobs, and a local setting 
involving managerial jobs). 

.Standard 14.3 
Reliance on local evidence of empirically 
determined predictor-criterion relationships 
as a validation strategy is contingent on a 
determination of technical feasibility. 

Comment: Meaningful evidence of predicmr
criterion relationships is conditional on a 
number of features, including (a) rhe job 
being relatively stable, rather than in a period 
of rapid evolution; (b) the availability of a rel
evant and reliable criterion measure; (c) the 
availability of a sample reasonably represen
tative of the population of interest; and (d) 
an adequate sample size for estimating the 
strength of the predictor-criterion relationship. 

Standard 14.4 
When empirical evidence of predictor-crite
rion relationships is part of the pattern of 
evidence used to support test use, the criteri
on measure(s) used should reflect the criteri
on construct domain of interest to the 
organization. All criteria used should repre
sent important work behaviors or work out
puts, on the job or in job-relevant training, 
as indicated by an appropriate review of 
information about the job. 

Comment: When criteria are constructed to 
represent job acrivities or behaviors (e.g., 
supervisory ratings of subordinates on impor
tant job dimensions), systematic collection of 
information about the job informs the devel
opment of the criterion measures, though 
there is no clear choice among the many 
available job analysis methods. There is not 
a clear need for job analysis to support criteri
on use when measures such as absemeeism or 
turnover are the criteria of interest. 

Standani 14.5 
Individuals conducting and interpreting 
empirical studies of predictor-criterion rela
tionships should identify contaminants and 
artifacts that may have influenced study 
findings, such as error of measurement, 
range restriction, and the effects of missing 
data. Evidence of th.e presence or absence 
of such features, and of actions taken to 

remove or control their influence, should be 
retained and made available as needed. 

Commmt: Error of measurement in the criteri
on and restriction in the variability of predic
tor or criterion scores systematically reduce 
estimates of the relationship between predic
tor measures and the criterion construct 
domain, and procedures for correction for the 
effects of these artifacts are available. When 
these procedures are applied, both corrected 
and uncorrected values should be presented, 
along with the rationale for the correction pro
cedures chosen. Statistical significance tests for 
uncorrected correlations should not be used 
with corrected correlations. Ocher features to 
be considered include issues such as missing 
data for some variables for some individuals, 

decisions about the retention or removal of 
extreme data points, the effects of capitaliza
tion on chance in selecting predictors from a 
larger ser on the basis of strengrh of predicror
criterion relationships, and the possibility of 
spurious predictor-criterion relationships, as 
in the case of colleccing criterion ratings from 
supervisors who know selection test scores. 

Standard 14.6 
Evidence of predictor-criterion relationships in 
a cuxrent local situation should not be inferred 
from a single previous validation study unless 
the previous study of the predictor-criterion 
relationship was done under favorable condi
tions (i.e., with a large sample size and a rele
vant criterion) and if the current situation 
corresponds closely to the previous situation. 
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Comment: Close correspondence means chat 
the job requirements or underlying psycho
logical constructs are subscancially the same 
(as is determined by a job analysis), and rhar 
the predicror is substantially the same. 

Standard 14.7 
If tests are to be used to make job classifica
tion decisions (e.g., the pattern of predictor 
scores will be used to make differential job 
assignments). evidence char scores are linked 
to different levels or likelihoods of success 
among jobs or job groups is needed. 

Standard 14.8 
Evidence of validity based on test content 
requires a thorough and explicit definition 
of the content domain of interest. For selec
tion, classification, and promotion, the char
acterization of the domain should be based 
on job analysis. 

Comment)n general, che job content 
domain should be described in terms of job 
tasks or worker knowledge, skills, abilities, 
and ocher personal characteristics chat are 
clearly operationally defined so that they can 
be linked ro rest content, and for which job 
demands are not expected co change substan
tially over a specified period of time. 
Knowledge, skills, and abilities included 
in the content domain should be chose the 
applicant should already possess when being 
considered for the job in question. 

Standard 14.9 
When evidence of validity based on test con
tent is a primary source of validity evidence 
in support of the use of a test in selection or 
promotion, a close link between test content 
and job content should be demonstrated. 

Comment: For example, if the test content 
samples job casks with considerable fidelity 
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(e.g., acrual job samples such as machine 
operation) or, in the judgment of experts, 
correctly simulates job task content (e.g., cer
tain assessment center exercises}, or samples 
specific job knowledge required for successful 
job performance (e.g., information necessary 
to exhibit certain skills), then content-related 
evidence can be offered as the principal form 
of evidence of validity. If the link between the 
rest content and the job content is not clear 
and direct, other lines of validity evidence 
rake on greater importance. 

Standard 14.10 
When evidence of validity based on test con
tent is presented, the rationale for defining 
and describing a specific job content domain 
in a particular way (e.g., in terms of tasks to 
be performed or knowledge, skills, abilities, 
or other personal characteristics) should be 
stated clearly. 

Comment: When evidence of validity based 
on test content is presented for a job or class 
of jobs, the evidence should include a 
description of the major job characteristics 
that a test is meant to sample, including 
the relative frequency, importance, or criti
cality of the elements. 

Standard 14.11 
If evidence based on test content is a pri
mary source of validity evidence supporting 
the use of a test for selection into a particu
lar job, a similar inference should be made 
about the test in a new situation only if the 
critical job content factors are substantially 
the same (as is determined by a job analy
sis), the reading level of the test material 
does not exceed that appropriate for the 
new job, and there are no discernible fea
tures of the new situation that would sub
stantially change the original meaning of 
the test material. 
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Standard 14.12 
When the use of a given test for personnel 
selection relies on relationships between a 
predictor construct domain that the test rep
resents and a criterion construct domain, 
two links need to be established. First, there 
should be evidence for the relationship 
between the test and t.'1.e predictor construct 
domain, and second, there should be evi
dence for the relationship between the pre
dictor construct domain and major factors 
of the criterion construct domain. 

Comment: There should be a clear conceptual 
rationale for these linkages. Both the predic
tor construct domain and the criterion con
struct domain to which it is to be linked 
should be defined carefully. There is no sin
gle route to establishing these linkages. 
Evidence in support of linkages berween the 
rwo construct domains can include parrerns 
of findings in the research literature and sys
tematic evaluation of job content to identify 
predictor consrrucrs linked ro the criterion 
domain. The bases for judgments linking the 
predictor and criterion construct domains 
should be articulated. 

Standard 14.13 
When decision makers integrate informa
tion from multiple tests or integrate test 
and nontest information, the role played by 
each test in the decision process should be 
clearly explicated, and the use of each test 
or test composite should be supported by 
validity evidence. 

Comment: A decision maker may integrate 
rest scores with interview data, reference 
checks, and many other sources of informa
tion in making employment decisions. The 
inferences drawn from test scores should be 
limited to chose for which validity evidence 
is available. For example, viewing a high rest 
score as indicating overall job suitability, and 

thus precluding the need for reference checks, 
would be an inappropriate inference from a 
rest measuring a single narrow, albeit relevant, 
domain, such as job knowledge. In other cir
cumstances, decision makers integrate scores 
across multiple tests, or across multiple scales 
within a given tesr. 

Standard 14.14 
The content domain to be covered by a cre
dentialing test should be defined clearly and 
justified in terms of the importance of the 
content for credential-worthy performance 
in an occupation Oi profession. A rationale 
should be provided to support a claim that 
the knowledge or skills being assessed are 
required for credential-worthy performance 
in an occupation and are consistent with the 
purpose for which the licensing or certifica
tion progra..11 was instituted. 

Comment: Some form of job or practice 
analysis provides the primary basis for defin
ing the content domain. If the same examina
tion is used in the licensure or certification of 
people employed in a variety of settings and 
specialties, a number of different job settings 
may need to be analyzed. Although the job 
analysis techniques may be similar to those 
used in employment testing, the emphasis for 
licensure is limited appropriately to knowl
edge and skills necessary for effective practice. 
The knowledge and skills contained in a core 
curriculum designed to train people for the 
job or occupation may be relevant, especially 
if the curriculum has been designed to be 
consistent with empirical job or practice 
analyses. In tests used for licensure, skills 
char may be important ro success bur are not 
directly related to rhe purpose of licensure 
(e.g., protecting the public) should not be 
included. For example, in real estate, market
ing skills may be important for success as a 
broker, and assessment of these skills might 
have utility for agencies selecting brokers for 
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employment. However, lack of these skills 
may not present a rhrear ro the public and 
would appropriately be excluded from con
sideration for a licensing examination. The 
facr that successful practitioners possess cer
tain knowledge or skills is relevant but nor 
persuasive. Such information needs tO be 
coupled with an analysis of the purpose of 
a licensing program and the reasons that 
the knowledge or skill is required in an 
occupation or profession. 

Standard 14.15 
Estimates of the reliability of test-based cre
dentialing decisions should be provided. 

Comment: The standards for decision reliabili
ty described in chapter 2 are applicable to 
tests used for licensure and certification. 
Other types of reliability estimates and asso
ciated standard errors of measurement may 
also be useful, but the reliability of the deci
sion qf whether or not t0 certify is of pri
mary importance. 

Standard 14.16 
Rules and procedures used to combine 
scores on multiple assessments to determine 
the overall outcome of a credentialing test 
should be reported to test takers, preferably 
before the test is administered. 

Comment: In some cases, candidates may be 
required to score above a specified minimum 
on each of several tests. In other cases, the 
pass-fail decision may be based solely on a 
total composite score. While candidates may 
be cold that tests will be combined into a 
composite, the specific weights given ro 
various components may nor be known in 
advance (e.g., to achieve equal effective 
weights, nominal weights will depend on 
the variance of the components). 
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Standard 14.17 
The level of performance required for pass
ing a credentialing test should depend on 
the knowledge and skills necessary for 
acceptable performance in the occupation 
or profession and should not be adjusted 
to regulate the number or proportion of 
persons passing the test. 

Comment: The number or proportion of 
persons granted credentials should be adjust
ed, if necessary, on some basis other than 
modifications to either the passing score or 
rhe passing level. The cut score should be 
determined by a careful analysis and judg
ment of acceptable performance. When 
there are alternate forms of the test, the cut 
score should be carefully equated so that it 
has the same meaning for all forms. 
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Background 
Tests are widely used in program evaluation 
and in public policy decision making. Program 
evaluation is the sec of procedures used to make 
judgments about the client's need for a program, 
the way it is implemented, its effectiveness, 
and its value. Policy studies are somewhat 
broader than program evaluations and refer co 
studies chat concribuce to judgments about 
plans, principles, or procedures enacted to 

a~h'.eve_ broad public goals. There is no sharp 
d1stmcuon between policy studies and program 
evaluations, and in many instances there is 
substantial overlap between the two types of 
investigations. Test results are often one impor
tant source of evidence for the initiation, 
continuation, modification, termination, or 
expansion of various programs and policies. 

Interpretation of test scores in program 
evaluation and policy studies usually entails the 
complex analysis of a number of variables. For 
example, some programs are mandated for a 
broad population; others target only certain 
subgroups. Some are designed co affect arri
rudes, while others are intended to have a 
more direct impact on behavior. It is important 
that the participants included in any study at 
lease meet the specified criteria for the program 
~r policy ~nder review so that appropriate 
interpretation of test results will be possible. 
Test results will reflect not only che effects of 
rules for participant selection and the impact 
of participation in different programs or treat
ments, but also the characteristics of those rese
ed. Relevant background information about 
clients or srudencs may be obtained in order to 

strengthen the inferences derived from the test 
resu!~- Valid int~rpretations may depend upon 
addmonal considerations chat have nothing 
to do wirh the appropriateness of rhe rest or 
its technical quality, including study design, 
adminimative feasibility, and the quality of 

other available data. Ic is not the intent of chis 
chapter to deal with these varied considerations 
in any substantial way. In order to develop 
defensible conclusions, however, investigators 
conducting program evaluations and policy 
studies are encouraged to supplement test 
results with darn from other sources. These 
include information about program charac
teristics, delivery, costs, client backgrounds, 
degree of participation, and evidence of side 
effects. Because test results lend important 
weight to evaluation and policy studies, it is 
c_ritical that ~~y tests used in these investiga
tions be sensmve to the questions of the study 

and appropriate for the test takers. 
It is important to evaluate any proposed 

test in terms of its relevance to the goals of the 
program or policy and/or to the parricular 
question its use will address. It is relatively rate 
for a rest to be designed specifically for pro
gram evaluation or policy study purposes. 
J:vpically, rhe instruments used in such studies 
were originally developed for purposes other 
than program or policy evaluation. In addi
tion, because of cost or convenience, certain 
tests may be adopted for use in a program 
evaluation or policy study even though they 
may have been developed for a somewhat dif
ferent population of respondents. Some tests 
may be selected for use in program evaluation 
or policy studies because the tests are well 
known and thought to be especially credible 
ro the clients or the public consumer. Even 
though certain cescs may be more familiar to 

the public or may be less time-consuming or 
less expensive to use than an instrument devel
oped specifically for the evaluation, they may 
be nonetheless inappropriate for use as criteri
on measures to determine the need for or to 

evaluate the effects of particular interventions. 
As government agencies and other instiru

rions move to improve their own routine data 
collection capability, fewer special studies are 
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conducced w evaluace programs and policies. 
Instead, evaluations and policy studies may 
depend upon a special analysis of data previous
ly collected for ocher purposes. In these cases, 
the investigators may reanalyze test data already 
obtained and analyzed for another purpose in 
order to make inferences about program or 
policy effectiveness. This procedure is called 
secondary, dat4 analysis. In some circumstances, 
ic may be difficult co assure a good march 
between the existing test and the intervention 
or the policy under examination. Moreover, ic 
may be difficulr ro reconstruct in derail the 
conditions under which che data were originally 
collected. Secondary data analysis also requires 
consideration of whether adequate informed 
consent was obtained from subjects in the 
original data collection co allow secondary 
analysis to occur without obtaining additional 
consent. In selecring (or developing) a rest or 
in deciding to use existing data in evaluation 
and policy studies, careful investigators attempt 
to balance che purpose of the test, its likeli
hood to be sensitive to the intervention under 
study, rhe credibility of rhe test to interested 
parcies, and the costs of its administration. 
Otherwise, test results may lead to inappropri
ate interpretations about the progress, impact, 
and overall value of programs and policies 
under review. 

Program Evaluation 
Tests may be used in program evaluations to 

provide informarion on rhe starus of clienrs or 
students before, during, or following an inter
vention, as well as ro provide information on 
appropriate comparison groups. Whereas 
understanding the performance of an individ
ual student or client is o~en the goal of many 
testing activities, program evaluation targets 
the performance of, or impact on, groups. 
Tesrs are used in program evaluations in a vari
ery of fields, such as social services, education, 

health services, and military and employment 
training. The term program, broadly interpret-
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ed, describes interventions char range from 
large-scale state or national programs with pro
visions for local flexibility co small-scale, more 
experimemal projects. [n many cases, evaluation 
is mandated by the agency or funding source 
for the program, and the intervention is evalu
ated by judging its effectiveness in meeting 
stared goals. Some examples of programs that 
might use rest results as part of their evaluation 
data include psychotherapeutic services, military 
training programs and job placement programs, 
school curricula, or services for individuals with 
special needs. 

Test results, along with orher information, 
may be used to compare competing interven
tions, such as alternative reading curricula or 
different psychotherapeutic interventions, or co 
describe the long-term pattern of effects for 
one or more groups. It is often important to 
assess a program for its differential effectiveness 
in meeting the needs of subgroups (such as dif
ferent ethnic or gender groups within rhe tar
get population). Even though the performance 
of groups is of primary interest in program 
evaluation, the analysis of individuals' histories 
and test performances may provide additional 
useful information to aid in rhe inrerpreration 
of test results. 

Because of administrative realities, such as 
cost constraints and response burden, merhod
ological refinements may be adopted to 
increase the efficiency of testing. One strategy 
is to obtain a sample of participants to be eval
uated from the larger set of those exposed co a 
program or policy. When there is a sufficient 
number of clients affected by the program or 
policy to be evaluated, and when there is a 
desire to limit the rime spent on testing, evalu
ators can create multiple forms of shorter tests 
from a larger pool of items. By constructing a 
number of different rest forms consisting of 
relatively few items and assigning these test 

· forms to different subsamples of test takers (a 

procedure ~own as matrix sampling), a larger 
number of items can be included in the study 
than could reasonably be administered to any 

AERA_APA_NCME_0000171 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 101 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 74 of 103

JA2406

PART Ill / TESTING IN PROGRAM EVALUATION AND PUBLIC POLICY 

single test taker. \Y/hen it is desirable to repre

sent a domain with a large number of test 

items, this approach is often used. However, 
individual scores are not usually created or 

interpreted when matrix sampling is employed. 

Because procedures for sampling individuals or 

test items may vary in a number of ways, ade

quate analysis and interpretarion of test results 

for any study depend upon a clear description 

of how samples were formed and the manner 

in which rest results were aggregated. 

Policy Uses of Tests 
As noted previously, tesrs are also used in poli
cy analyses, and the distinction between pro
gram evaluation and policy uses of tem is 

often a matter of degree. Programs are expect

ed to share particular goals, procedures, and 

resources. Policy is a broader term, applying 

to plans, principles, procedures, or programs 

enacted to achieve patticular goals in different 

settings. Programs provide direct services or 

interventions. Policies may be constructed to 

achieve their goals by direct or indirect means. 

Indeed, one direct approach used to achieve a 

policy goal might include che funding of spe

cific programs. Other examples of direct policy 
approaches might involve the provision of 
training resources to improve performance in 

particular health-service occupations, or the 

enactment of new recertification requirements 

foe accountants. Studies of the need for or 

impact of both of these policies could in part 

depend upon che analyses of rest results. To 
illuscrare in more depth, to meet the general 
policy objective of containing the costs of 

health care, direct policies might include giv
ing incentives ro clients ro participate in fitness 
programs and rhe development of patient 
education programs. Tests could measure the 
understandings and attitudes of participants 
about the relationship of fitness to the preven
tion of illness. Another policy example, using 
a more indirect approach, is to encourage edu

cators to create more effective programs for 

children from !ow-income families. As an 

approach, a state's educational authorities 

might require the separate reporting of test 

scores for children in high-poverty areas. 
Large differences in group performance would 

be expected to attract the attention of the pub

lic and co place greater pressure on the schools 

to improve the performance of particular 

groups of children. 

In decentralized governments, policy 

implementation may be left to local authorities 

and may be interpreted in a number of differ

ent ways. As a result, it may be difficult to 

select or develop a single test or outcome 
measure that will be sensitive to the range of 

different activities or tactics used to implement 

a given policy. For chat reason, policy studies 

may often use more than one test or outcome 

measure to provide a more adequate picture 
of the range of effects. 

Issues in Program and Policy 
Evaluation 
Test results are sometimes used as one way to 

inspire program administrators as well as to 

infer institutional effectiveness. This use of 

rests, including the public reporting of results, 

is thought to encourage an institution to 

improve its services for its clients. For example, 

consistently poor achievement test results may 

trigger special management attention for pub

lic schools in some locales. The interpretation 

of test results is especially complex when rests 

are used both as an insticurional policy mecha
nism and as a measure of effectiveness. For 
example, a policy or program may be based on 
the assumption chat providing clear goals and 
general specifications of test content (such as 
che type of topics, constructs and cognitive 
domains, and responses included in the test) 
may be a reasonable strategy to communicate 
new expectations to educators. Yee, the desire 
to influence rest or evaluation results to show 
acceptable institutional performance could lead 

ro inappropriate resting practices, such as 
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teaching the test items in advance, modifying 
test administration procedures, discouraging 
certain students or clients from participating 
in the testing sessions, or focusing exclusively 
on rest-taking procedures. These practices 
might occur instead of those aimed at helping 
the rest raker learn rhe domains measured by 
rhe resr. Because resulrs derived from such 
practices mighr lead to spuriously high esti
mares of impacr and mighr reflect the negative 
side effects of this particular policy, diligent 
invesrigarors may estimate the impact of such 
consequences in order ro incerprer the test 
results appropriarely. Looking at possible inap
propriate consequences of tests as well as their 
benefits will better assess policy claims that 
particular types of testing programs lead to 

improved performance. 
On the other hand, policy studies and 

program evaluations often do not make avail
able reports of results ro the test takers and 
may give no clear reasons to the test taker for 
participating in the testing procedure. For 
example, when matrix sampling is used for 
program evaluation, it may not be feasible to 
provide such reporcs. If little effort is made to 

motivate the tesr raker to regard the test seri
ously (for instance, if the purpose of the test is 
nor explained to che cest raker), it is possible 
that test takers might have lirde reason ro rry 
to perform well on the rest. Obtained rest 
results then might well underrepresem the 
impact of rhe program, institution, or policy 
because of poor motivation on rhe parr of the 
test raker. When rhere is a suspicion that the 
test might not have been taken seriously, moti
vation of test takers may be explored by 
collecting additional information, using 
observation or interview methods. The issues 
of inappropriate preparation or unmotivated 
performance are examples rhat raise basic ques
tions about the validity of interpretations of 
rest results. In every case, it is important to 

consider the potential impact of the tesring 

process itself, including test administrntion 
and reporting practices, on the tesr taker. 
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Public policy decisions are rarely based 
solely on the results of empirical scudies, even 
when the srudies have been well done. The 
more expansive and indirect the policy, the 
more likely will ir be that other considerations 
will come inro play, such as the political and 
economic impact of abandoning, changing, or 
retaining the policy, or the reaction to offering 
rewards or sanctions to institutions. In a politi
cal climate, tests used in policy settings may be 
subjected to intense and derailed scrutiny. 
When results do not support a favored posi
tion, attempts may be made to discount the 
appropriateness of the testing procedure, con
struct, or interpretation. 

It is important that all tests used in pub
lic evaluation or policy contexts meet the 
standards described in earlier chapters. As 
described in chapter 8, tests are to be adminis
tered by trained personnel. Ir is also essential 
that assistance be provided to those responsible 
for interpreting study results to practitioners, 
co che lay public, and to che media. Careful 
communication of the study's goals, proce
dures, findings, and lirnicarions increases the 
chances that the public's interpretations will 
be accurate and useful. 

Additional Considerations 
This chapter and its associated standards are 
directed to users of tescs in program evaluation 
and policy studies and to the conditions under 
which those studies are usually conducted. 

Other standards documents that are relevant to 
this chapter include The Program Evaluation 
Standards: How to Assess Evaluation, of 
Educational Program,, prepared by the Joint 
Committee on Standards for Educational 
Evaluation (2nd ed., Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications, 1994), and the Code of Fair 
Testing Practices in Education, prepared by the 
Joint Committee on Testing Practices 
(Washington, DC: Joint Committee on 
Testing Practices, 1988). 
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Standard i 5. i 
When the same rest is designed or used 
to serve multiple purposes, evidence of 
technical quality for each purpose should 
be provided. 

Comment: In educational resting, for example, 
ir has become common pracricc to use the 
same test for multiple purposes (e.g., moni
toring achievement of individual students, 
providing information to assist in instruction
al planning for individuals or groups of stu
dents, evaluating schools or districts). No rest 
will serve all purposes equally well. Choices in 
rest development and evaluation that enhance 
validity for one purpose may diminish validi
ty for ocher purposes. Different purposes 
require somewhat different kinds of technical 
evidence, and appropriate evidence of techni
cal quality for each purpose should be provid
ed by the test developer. If the test user 
wishes to use the test for a purpose not sup
ported by the available evidence, it is incum
bent on the user to provide the necessary 
additional evidence. 

Standard 15.2 
Evidence should be provided of the suitabili
ty of a test for use in evaluation or policy 
studies, including the relevance of the test to 
the goals of the program or policy under 
study and the suitability of the test for the 
populations involved. 

Comment: Faulty inferences may be made 
when test scores are not sensitive to rhe 
features of a particular inrervencion. For 
instance, a test designed for selection may be 
ineffective as a measure of the effects of an 
intervention. Ir is also important to employ 
tests that are appropriate for the age and 
background of rest takers. 

Standaid 15.3 
When change or gain scores are used, the 
definition of such scores should be made 
explicit, and their technical qualities should 
be reported. 

Comment: The use of change or gain scores 
presumes chat che same test or equivalent 
forms of the test were used and that the test 
(or forms) have not been materially altered 
between administrations. The standard error 
of the difference berween scores on pretests 
and posttests, the regression of posttest 
scores on pretest scores, or relevant data 
from other reliable methods for examining 
change, such as rhose based on structural 
equation modeling, should be reported. 

Standard 15.4 
In program evaluation or policy studies, 
investigators should complement test 
results with information from other 
sources to generate defensible conclu
sions based on the interpretation of test 
results. 

Comment: Descriptions or analyses of such 
variables as client selection criteria, services, 
clients, setting, and resources are often 
needed to provide a comprehensive picture 
of the program or policy under review and 
to aid in rhe interpretation of rest results. 
Performance on indicators other than rests 
is almost always useful and in many cases 
is essential. Examples of other information 
include aruirion rares or patterns of partici
pation. Another source of information 
might be to determine the degree of moti
vation of the rest takers. When individual 
scores are nor reported to rest takers, it is 
important to determine whether rhe exam
inees took che rest experience seriously. 
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Standard 15.5 
Agencies using tests to conduct program 
evaluations or policy studies, or to monitor 
outcomes, should clearly describe the popu
lation the program or policy is intended to 
serve and should document the extent to 

which the sample of test takers is represen
tative of that population. 

Comment: For example, a clinic with a diverse 
client population using testing to assess the 
outcome of a particular treatment may rou
tinely report the extent of participation by 
subgroups of clients, for instance, those of 
diverse ethnic backgrounds or for whom 
English is a second language. 

Standard 15.6 
When matrix sampling procedures are used 
for program evaluation or population 
descriptions, rules for sampling items and 
test takers should be provided, and reliabili
ty analyses must take the sampling scheme 
into account. 

Standard 15.7 
When educational testing programs are 
mandated by school, district, state, or other 
authorities, the ways in which test results 
are intended to be used should be clearly 
described. It is the responsibility of those 
who mandate the use of tests to identify 
and monitor their impact and to mini
mize potential negative consequences. 
Consequences resulting from the uses of 
the test, both intended and unintended 
should also be examined by the test user.' 

Comment: Mandated testing programs are 
often justified in terms of their potential 
benefits for reaching and learning. Concerns 
have been raised about the potential negative 
impact of mandated resting programs, par
ticularly when they affect important deci-
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sions for individuals or institutions. To the 
extent possible, students, parents, and staff 
should be informed of rhe domains on 
which the students will be reseed, che narure 
of the item cypes, and the standards for mas
tery. Effort should be made ro document rhe 
provision of instruction in res red conrenr 
and skills, even though it may not be possi
ble or feasible ro determine the specific con
tenr of instruction for every student. An 
example of negative impact is the use of 
strategies to raise performance artificially. 

Standard 15.8 
When it is clearly stated or implied that a 
~commended test use will result in a specif
ic outcome, che basis for expecting that out
come should be presented, together with 
relevant evidence. 

Comment: A given claim for the benefits of 
rest use, such as improving students' achieve
ment, may be supported by logical or theoreti
cal argument as well as empirical data. Due 
weight should be given to findings in the sci
entific literature char may be inconsistent 
with the stated claim. 

Standard 15.9 
The integrity of test results should be main
tained by eliminating practices designed to 
raise test scores without improving perform
ance on rhe construct or domain measured 
by the test. 

Commmt: Such practices may include teach
ing test items in advance, modifying test 
administration procedures, and discouraging 
or excluding certain test takers from raking 
the test. These practices can lead to spuri
ously high scores that do not reflect per
formance on the underlying construct or 
domain of interest. 
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Standard 15. iO 

Those who have a legitimate interest in an 
assessment should be informed about the 
purposes of testing, how tests will be admin
istered and scored, how long records will be 
retained, and to whom and under what con
ditions the records may be released. 

Comment: Those with a legitimate imeresr 
may include the test takers, their parents or 
guardians, or personnel who may be affected 
by results (teachers, program staff). 

Standard 15.11 
When test results are released to the public 
or to policymakers, those responsible for 
the release should provide and explain any 
supplemental information that will mini
mize possible misinterpretations of the data. 

Comment: The context and limitations of 
the study should be described, with parti
cular attention given ro methods of causal 
inferences. 

Standard 15.12 
Reports of group differences in average test 
scores should be accompanied by relevant 
contextual information, where possible, to 
enable meaningful interpretation of these 
differences. Where appropriate contextual 
information is not available, users should 
be cautioned against misinterpretation. 

Comment: Observed differences in average 
test scores between groups (e.g., classified by 
gender, race/ethnicity, or geographical region) 
can be influenced, for example, by differences 
in life experiences, training experience, effort, 
instructor quality, or level and type of 
parental support. In education, differences in 
group performance across time may be influ
enced by changes in the population of those 
tested or changes in their experiences. Users 

should be advised co consider the appropriate 
contextual information and be cautioned 
against misinterpretation. 

Standard 15.13 
Those who mandate testing programs 
should ensure that the individuals who 
interpret the test results to make decisions 
within the school or program context are 
qualified to assume this responsibility and 
proficient in the appropriate methods for 
interpreting test results. 

Comment: When resting programs are used 
as a strategy for guiding interventions or 
instruction, professionals expected to make 
inferences leading to program improvement 
may need assistance in interpreting test 
results for chis purpose. 

The interpretation of some test scores is 
sufficiently complex to require that the user 
have relevant psychological training and expe
rience. Examples of such tests include indi
vidually administered intelligence rests, 
personality inventories, projective techniques, 
and neuropsychological tests. 
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This gl~ssary provides definitions of terms as 
used in chis tel((. For many of the terms, mul
tiple definitions can be found in the litera
ture; also, technical usage may differ from 
common usage. 

ability/trait parameter In item response 
theory (!RT), a theoretical value indicating 
rhe level of a rest raker on the ability or trait 
measured by rhe tesr; analogous to the con
cept of true score in classical test theory. 

ability testing The use of standardized rests 
to evaluate rhe current performance of a 
person in some defined domain of cognitive, 
psychomotor, or physical functioning. 

absolute score interpretation The meaning 
of a rest score for an individual or an average 
score for a defined group, indicating an indi
vidual's or group's level of performance in 
some defined criterion domain. By contrast, 
see relative score interpretation. 

accommodation See test modification. 

acculturation The process whereby individ
uals from one culture adopt the characteris
tics and values of another culture with which 
they have come in contact. 

achievement levels/proficiency levels 
Descriptions of a test raker's competency in a 
particular area of knowledge or skill, usually 
defined as ordered categories on a continu
um, often labeled from "basic" to "advanced," 
or "novice" to "expert," chat constitute broad 
ranges for classifying performance. See cut score. 

achievement testing A rest to evaluate the 
extent of knowledge or skill attained by a test 
raker in a conrenr domain in which the test 
raker had received instruction. 

adaptive testing A sequential form of indi
vidual testing in which successive items, or 
sets of irems, in the test are chosen based 
primarily on their psychometric properties 
and content, in relation ro the rest raker's 
responses ro previous irems. 

adjusted validity/ reliability coefficient A 
validity or reliability coefficienr-most often, 
a produce-moment correlation-that has been 
adjusted to offiet the effects of differences in 
score variability, criterion variability, or the 
unreliability of rest and/or criterion. See 
restriction of range or variability. 

age equivalent The chronological age in a 
defined population for which a given score is 
the median (middle) score. Thus, if children 
JO years and 6 months of age have a median 
score of 17 on a test, the score 17 is said to 
have an age equivalent of 10-6 for that 
population. See grade equivalent. 

alternate forms Two or more versions of a 
rest that are considered interchangeable, in 
that rhey measure the same constructs in the 
same ways, are intended for the same purpos
es, and are administered using the same direc
tions. Alternate forms is a generic term used to 
refer to any of three categories. Parallel forms 
have equal raw score means, equal standard 
deviations, equal error structures, and equal 
correlations with other measures for any given 
population. Equivalent forms do nor have the 
srarisrical similarity of parallel forms, but the 
dissimilarities in raw score statistics are com
pensated for in the conversions to derived 
scores or in form-specific norm cables. 
Comparable forms are highly similar in con
tent, bur the degree of sratisrical similarity 
has nor been demonstrated. See linkage. 

analytic scoring A method of scoring in 
which each critical dimension of performance 
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is judged and scored separately, and the result
anr values are combined for an overall score. fn 
some instances, scores on rhe separate dimen
sions may also be used in interpreting perform
ance. See holistic scoring. 

anchor test A common set of items adminis
tered with each of two or more different 
forms of a test for the purpose of equating 
the scores obtained on these forms. 

assessment Any systematic method of 
obtaining information from tests and other 
sources, used ro draw inferences abour char
acrerisrics of people, objects, or programs. 

attention assessment The process of collect
ing data and making an appraisal of a person's 
ability to focus on rhe relevant stimuli in a 
sirnarion. The assessment may be directed at 
mechanisms involved in arousal, sustained 
acrenrion, selective attention and vigilartce, 
or limitation in rhe capacity to attend to 

incoming information. 

automated narrative report See computer
prepared test interpretation. 

back translation A translation of a test, 
which is itself a translation from an original 
rest, back into the language of rhe original 
rest. The degree to which a back translation 
marches che original test indicates rhe accura
cy of rhe original translation. 

battery A set of rests usually administered as 
a unit. The scores on the several rests usually 
are sea.led so rhar rhey can readily be compared 
or used in combination for decision making. 

bias In a starisrical context, a sysremaric 
error in a rest score. In discussing test fair
ness, bias may refer to construct underrepre
senrarion or construcr-irrelevanr componenrs 
of test scores rhar differentially affect the per
formance of different groups of test takers. 
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See predictive bias, construct underrepresenta
tion, construct irrelevance. 

bilingual The characteristic of being relative
ly proficient in rwo languages. 

calibration 1. ln linking rest score scales, rhe 
process of setting rhe test score scale, includ
ing mean, standard deviation, and possibly 
shape of score disrriburion, so rhar scores on a 
scale have the same relative meaning as scores 
on a related scale. 2. In irem response theory, 
che process of determining rhe parameters of 
rhe response function for an irem. 

certification A voluntary process, often 
national in scope, by which individuals who 
have been certified have demonstrated some 
level of knowledge and skill in an occupation. 
See licensing, credentialing. 

classical test theory A psychometric theory 
based on the view rhar an individual's 
observed score on a rest is the sum of a rrue 
score component for the rest raker, pl~s an 
independent measurement error component. 

classification accuracy The degree ro which 
neither false positive nor false negative care
gorizarions and diagnoses occur when a test 
is used to classify an individual or event. 
See semitivity and specificity. 

coaching Planned shorr-rerm instructional 
activities in which prospecrive rest rakers par
ticipate prior to rhe rest administration for 
the primary purpose of improving their test 
scores. Coaching typically includes simple 
practice, instruction on test-taking strategies, 
and related acrivities. Activities that approxi
mate rhe insrrucrion provided by regular 
school curricula or training programs are 
nor typically referred ro as coaching. 

coefficient alpha An internal consistency 
reliability coefficienr based on rhe number 
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of parts into which the test is partitioned 
(e.g., items, subtests, or racers), the interrela
tionships of the parts, and rhe total tesr score 
variance. Also called Cronbach's alpha and, 
for dichotomous items, KR 20. 

cognitive assessment The process of system
atically gathering test scores and related data 
in order to make judgments about an individ
ual's abiliry to perform various mental activi
ties involved in rhe processing, acquisition, 
retention, conceprualizarion, and organization 
of sensory, perceptual, verbal, spatial, and 
psychomotor information. 

composite score A score that combines sev
eral scores according to a specified formula. 

computer-administered test A rest adminis
tered by a computer. Questions appear on a 
computer-produced display, and the rest 
raker answers by using a keyboard, "mouse" 
or ocher similar response device. 

computer-based mastery test An adaptive 
rest administered by computer chat indicates 
whether or riot the test taker has mastered a 
certain domain. The test is not designed to 

provide scores indicating degree of mastery, 
but only whether the test performance was 
above or below some specified level. Thus 
a computer-based mmtery test is not simply 
a mastery test given by computer. See mas

tery test. 

computer-based test See computer-adminis
tered test. 

computer-generated test interpretation 
See computer-prepared test interpretation. 

computer-prepared test interpretation A 
programmed, computer-prepared interpreta
tion of an examinee's rest results, based on 
empirical data and/or expert judgment. 

computerized adaptive test An adaptive test 
administered by computer. See adaptive testing. 

conditional measurement error variance 
The variance of measurement errors chat 
affect the scores of examinees ar a specified 
rest score level; the square of rhe conditional 
standard error of measurement. 

conditional standard error of measurement 
The standard deviation of measurement 
errors char affect rhe scores of examinees at 
a specified test score level. 

confidence interval An interval between rwo 
values on a score scale within which, with spec
ified probability, a score or parameter of interest 
lies. The term is also used in these srandards to 
designate Bayesian credibility intervals that 
define the probability chat the unknown 
parameter falls in the specified interval. 

configural scoring rule A rule for scoring a 
set of two or more clements (such as items or 
subtests) in which the score depends on a par
ticular pattern of responses to the elements. 

construct The concept or the characteristic 
chat a test is designed to measure. 

construct domain The sec of interrelated 
attributes (e.g., behaviors, atrirudes, values) chat 
are included under a construct's label. A test 
typically samples from chis construct domain. 

construct equivalence 1. The extent ro which 
the construct measured by one test is essentially 
the same as the construct measured by another 
rest. 2. The degree to which a construct measured 
by a test in one cultural or linguistic group is 
comparable to the construct measured by the 
same rest in a different cultural or linguistic group. 

constrUct irrelevance The extent to which 
test scores are influenced by factors that are 
irrelevant to the construct that the test is 
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intended to measure. Such extraneous factors 
distort the meaning of rest scores from what 
is implied in rhe proposed interpretation. 

construct underrepresentation The extent 
to which a rest fails to capture important 
aspeccs of the consrrucc that the rest is 
intended to measure. In this siruacion, che 
meaning of rest scores is narrower than the 
proposed interpretation implies. 

construct validity A term used co indicate 
that the rest scores are ro be interpreted as 
indicating the test taker's standing on rhe 
psychological construct measured by the rest. 
A construct is a theoretical variable inferred 
from multiple types of evidence, which might 
include the interrelations of the test scores 
with other variables, internal test structure, 
observations of response processes, as well as 
the content of rhe rest. In the current stan
dards, all rest scores are viewed as measures 
of some construct, so the phrase is redundant 
with validity. The validity argument establish
es the construct validity of a test. See con-
5/:rUct, validity argument. 

constructed response item An exercise 
for which examinees must create their own 
responses or products rather than choose a 
response from an enumerated set. Shorr
answer items require a few words or a num
ber as an answer, whereas extended-response 
items require at least a few sentences. 

content domain The set of behaviors, 
knowledge, skills, abilities, attitudes or other 
characteristics to be measured by a test, repre
sented in a detailed specification, and often 
organized into categories by which items are 
classified. 

content standard A staremenr of a broad 
goal describing expectations for students in 
a subject matter at a particular grade or at 
the completion of a level of schooling. 
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content valid.tty A term used in the l 974 
Standards to refer ro a kind or a,pect of validi
ty that was "required when the rest user wish
es to estimate how an individual performs in 
the universe of situations the test is intended 
to represent" (p. 28). In the 1985 Standards, 
the term was changed to content-related 
evidence emphasizing that it referred co one 
type of evidence within a unitary conception 
of validity. In rhe current Standards, chis type 
of evidence is characterized as "evidence based 
on test content." 

convergent evidence Evidence based on the 
relationship between rest scores and other 
measures of the same construct. 

credentialing Granting to a person, by some 
authority, a credencial, such as a certificate, 
license, or diploma, chac signifies an accept
able level of performance in some domain of 
knowledge or activity. 

criterion domain The construct domain of 
a variable used as a criterion; See construct 

domain. 

criterion-referenced score interpretation 
See criterion-referenced test. 

criterion-referenced test A test that allows 
its users to make score interpretations in rela
tion to a functional performance level, as dis
tinguished from those interpretations that are 
made in rdation to che performance of och
ers. Examples of criterion-referenced interpre
tations include comparison co cur scores, 
interpretations based on expectancy cables, 
and domain-referenced score interpretations. 

cross-validation A procedure in which a 
scoring system or set of weights for predicting 
performance, derived from one sample, is 
applied to a second sample in order to inves
rigci.re the stability of prediction of che scoring 
system or weights. 
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cut score A specified point on a score scale, 
such rhar scores ar or above rhar point are 
interpreted or acted upon differently from 
scores below chat point. See performance 
standard. 

derived score A score to which raw scores 
are converted by numerical cransformacion 
(e.g., conversion of raw scores to percentile 
ranks or standard scores). 

diagnostic and intervention decisions 
Decisions based upon inferences derived from 
psychological cesr scores as pare of an assess
ment of an individual chat lead to placing the 
individual in one or more categories. See also 
intervention planning. 

differential item functioning A scaciscical 
property of a tesc item in which different 
groups of cesr takers who have the same total 
cesc score have different average item scores 
or, in some cases, different races of choosing 
various item options. Also known as DIE 

discriminant evidence Evidence based on 
the relationship between test scores and 
measures of different conscruccs. 

documentation The body oflicerature (e.g., 
test manuals, manual supplements, research 
reports, publications, user's guides, ecc.) 
made available by publishers and rest authors 
ro support test use. 

domain sampling The process of selecting 
test items to represent a specified universe of 
performance. 

empirical evidence Evidence based on some 
form of data, as opposed ro char based on logic 
or theory. As used here, the term does not 
specify the rype of evidence; chis is in contrast 
to some seHings where the term is equated 
with criterion-related evidence of validity. 

equated forms Two or more rest forms con
srrucred to cover che same explicit content, to 
conform to the same statistical specifications, 
and to be administered under identical proce
dures (alternate farms); through statistical 
adjustments, the scores on the alternate forms 
share a common scale. 

equating Putting two or more essentially par
allel tests on a common scale. See alternate forms. 

equivalent forms See alternate farms. 

error of measurement The difference 
between an observed score and the corre
sponding true score or proficiency. See stltn

dard error of measurement and true score. 

factor I. Any variable, real or hypothetical, 
rhar is an aspect of a concept or construct. 2. 
In measurement rheocy, a statistical dimension 
defined by a factor analysis. See factor analysis. 

factor anaJysis Any of several statistical 
methods of describing che interrelationships 
of a set of variables by statistically deriving 
new variables, called factors, chat are fewer in 
number than the original set of variables. 

factorial structure 1. The set of facto rs 
obtained in a facror analysis. 2. Technically, the 
correlation of each facror with each of the origi
nal variables from which the factors are derived. 

fairness In testing, the principle that every 
rest raker should be assessed in an equitable 
way. See chapter 7. 

false negative In classification, diagnosis, or 
selection, an error in which an individual is 
assessed or predicted nor ro meet the criteria 
for inclusion in a particular group but in 
truth does (or would) meet these criteria. See 
sensitivity and specificity. 

175 

AERA_APA_NCME_0000 181 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 111 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 84 of 103

JA2416

false positive In classification, diagnosis, or 
selection, an error in which an individual is 

assessed or predicted to meet the criteria for 
inclusion in a particular group but in truth 
does nor (or would nor) meer these criteria. 

See sensitivity and specificity. 

field test A test administration used to check 

the adequacy of testing procedures, generally 
including test administration, test respond

ing, test scoring, and test reporcing. A field 
rest is generally more extensive rhan a pilot 
rest. See pilot test. 

flag An indicator attached to a test score, a 
test item, or other entity to indicate a special 
srarus. A flagged test score generally signifies 
a score obtained in a modified, nonstandard 
test administration. A flagged test item gen
erally signifies an item with undesirable 
characteristics, such as excessive differential 

item functioning. 

functional equivalence In evaluating test 
translations, the degree to which similar activi

ties or behaviors have the same fimctions in 
different cultural or linguistic groups. 

gain score In testing, rhe difference between 
rwo scores obtained by a rest taker on the same 

test or two equated tests caken on different 
occasions, often before and after some treatment. 

generalizability coefficient A reliability 
index encompassing one or more independ
ent sources of error. le is formed as the ratio 
of (a) the sum of variances chat are considered 
components of rest score variance in the set
ting under scudy to (b) the foregoing sum 
plus the weighted sum of variances attributa
ble to various error sources in this setting. 
Such indices, which arise from the applica
tion of generalizabi!iry theory, are typically 
interpreted in the same manner as reliability 
coefficients. See generalizability theory. 
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generalizability theory An extension of cias
sical reliability rheory and methodology in 
which rhe magnitudes of errors from specified 
sources are estimated through rhe use of one 
or another experimental design, and the 
application of the statistical techniques of rhe 
analysis of variance. The analysis indicates the 

generalizability of scores beyond the specific 
sample of items, persons, and observational 
conditions that were studied. 

grade equivalent The school grade level for 

a given population for which a given score is 
the median score in char population. See age 
equival.mt. 

high-stakes test A test used ro provide results 
that have imponant, direct consequences for 

examinees, programs, or institutions involved 
in the testing. 

holistic scoring A method of obtaining a 

score on a rest, or a rest item, based on a 

judgment of overall performance using speci
fied criteria. See analytic scoring. 

informed consent The agreement of a per
son, or char person's legal representative, for 
some procedure to be performed on or by the 
individual, such as raking a resc or completing 
a questionnaire. The agreement, which is usu
ally written, is made after the nature, possible 
effects, and use of rhe procedure has been 

explained. 

intelligence test A psychological or educa
tional rest designed to measure an individual's 
level of cognitive functioning in accord wirh 
some recognized theory of intelligence. 

internal consistency coefficient An index 
of rhe reliability of rest scores derived from 
the srarisrical interrelationships of responses 
among item responses or scores on separate 

parts of a rest. 
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internal structure In test analysis, the facto
rial structure of item responses or subscales 
of a test. See factorial structure. 

inter-rater agreement The consistency with 
which rwo or more judges rate the work or 
performance of rest takers; sometimes referred 
to as inter-rater reliability. 

intervention planning The activity of a 
practitioner chat involves the development 
of a treatment protocol. 

inventory A questionnaire or checklist, usu
ally in the form of a self-report, that elicits 
information about an individual's personal 
opinions, inreresrs, attitudes, preferences, per
sonality characteristics, motivations, and typi
cal reactions ro situations and problems. 

item A statement, question, exercise, or task 
on a test for which the test taker is ro select 
or construct a response, or perform a cask. 
See item prompt. 

item characteristic curve A mathematical 
function relating the probability of a certain 
item response, usually a correct response, to 
the level of the attribute measured by the 
irem. Also called item response curve, or 
item response fonction, or ice. 

item pool The aggregate of items from 
which a rest or test scale's items are selected 
during test development, or the total set of 
items from which a particular rest is selected 
for a test raker during adaptive testing. 

item prompt The question, stimulus, or 
instructions chat direct the effotts of exami
nees in formulating their responses to a con
structed-response exercise. 

item response theory (IRT) A mathematical 
model of che relacionship between perform
ance on a test item and the tesc taker's level of 

performance on a scale of the ability, trait, or 
proficiency being measured, usually denoted 
as 0. In the case of items scored O / I (incor
rectl correct response) the model describes the 
relationship between 0 and the icem mean score 
(P) for rest takers at level 0, over the range of 
permissible values of 0. In most applications, 
the mathematical function relating P co 0 is 
assumed to be a logistic function that closely 
resembles the cumulative normal distribution. 

job analysis A general term referring to the 
investigation of positions or job classes to 

obtain descriptive information about job 
duties and casks, responsibilities, necessary 
worker characteristics {e.g. knowledge, skills, 
and abilities), working conditions, and/or 
other aspects of the work. 

job performance measurement The measure
ment of an incumbenc's performance of a job. 
This may include a job sample test, an assess
ment of job knowledge, and possibly racings of 
the incumbent's acrual performance on the job. 

job sample test A test of the ability of an 
individual to perform the tasks of which the 
job is comprised. 

licensing The granting, usually by a govern
ment agency, of an authorization or legal 
permission to practice an occupation or pro
fession. See also certification, credentialing. 

linkage The result of placing two or more 
tests on the same scale, so chat scores can be 
used interchangeably. Several linking methods 
are used: See equating, calibration, modera
tion, and projection, and alternate forms. 

literature In this document, a term denoting 
accessible reports of research, such as books, 
articles published in professional journals, 
technical reporrs, and accessible versions of 
papers presented at professional meetings. 
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local evidence Evidence (usually related to 

reliability or validity) collected for a specific 
set of test takers in a single institution or at 
a specific location. 

local norms Norms by which test scores are 
referred to a specific, limited reference popula
tion of particular interest co the test user 
(e.g., locale, organization, or institution); 
local norms are not intended as representative 
of populations beyond chat setting. 

local setting The organization or institution 
where a test is used. 

low-stakes test A test used to provide resulrs 
chat have only minor or indirect consequences 
for examinees, programs, or institutions 
involved in rhe tesring. 

mandated tests Tests that are administered 
because of a mandate from an external authority. 

mastei:y test 1. A criterion-referenced test 
designed co indicate the e-...::cem to which the 
rest taker has mastered some domain of knowl
edge or skill. Mastery is generally indicated by 
attaining a passing score or cut score. 2. In 
some technical use, a test designed to indicate 
whether a test taker has or has not attained a 
prescribed level of mastery of a domain. See 
mt score, computer-based mastery test. 

matrix sampiing A measurement format in 
which a large set of test items is organized 
into a number of relatively short item sets, 
each of which is randomly assigned to a sub
sample of test takers, thereby avoiding the 
need to administer all items to all examinees 
in a program evaluation. 

meta-analysis A statistical method of research 
in which the results from several independent, 
comparable studies are combined to determine 
the size of an overall effect or the degree of 
relationship between two variables. 
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moderation In test linking, che term moder
ation, used without a modifier, usually signifies 
statistical moderation, which is the adjustment 
of the score scale of one test, usually by setting 
rhe mean and standard deviation of one set of 
test scores co be equal to the mean and srandard 
deviation of another disrribmion of rest scores. 

moderator variable In regression analysis, a 
variable char serves to explain, at least in part, 
the correlation of two other variables. 

modifkation See test modification. 

neuropsychodiagnosis Classification or 
description of inferred central nervous sys
tem status on che basis of neuropsychological 
assessment. 

neuropsychological assessment A specialized 
type of psychological assessment of normal or 
pathological processes affecting rhe central 
nervous system and the resulting psychological 
and behavioral functions or dysfunctions. 

norm-referenced test interpretation A score 
interpretation based on a comparison of a test 
taker's performance to the performance of 
ocher people in a specified reference popula
tion. See criterion-referenced test. 

normalized standard score A derived test 
score in which a numerical transformation 
has been chosen so that the score distribution 
closely approximates a normal distribution, 
for some specific population. 

norms Statistics or tabular data that summa
rize the distribution of test performance for 
one or more specified groups, such as test tak
ers of various ages or grades. Norms are usually 
designed to represent some larger population, 
such as test takers throughout the country. The 
group of examinees represented by the norms is 
referred to as the reference population. 
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operational use The actual use of a test, 
afi:er initial test development has been com
pleted, to inform an interpretation, decision, 
or action based, in part, upon test scores. 

outcome evaluation An evaluation of the 
efficacy of an intervencion. 

parallel forms See alternate farms. 

percentile The score on a test below which a 
given percentage of scores fall. 

percentile rank Most commonly, rhe per
centage of scores in a specified distribution 
rhat fall below the point at which a given 
score lies. Sometimes the percentage is defined 
to include scores that fall at the point; some
times the percentage is defined to include half 
of the scores at the point. 

performance assessments Product- and 
behavior-based measurements based on set
tings designed to emulate real-life contexts 
or conditions in which specific knowledge 
or skills are actually applied. 

performance standard l. An objective defi
nition of a certain level of performance in 
some domain in terms of a cut score or a 
range of scores on the score scale of a test 
measuring proficiency in char domain. 2. A 
statement or description of a set of opera
tional tasks exemplifying a level of perform
ance associated with a mote general content 
standard; the staremenc may be used to guide 
judgments about the location of a cut score 
on a score scale. The term often implies a 
desired levd of performance. See cut score. 

personality inventory An inventory that 
measures one or more characteristics that are 
regarded generally as psychological attributes 
or interpersonal proclivities or skills. 

pilot test A test administered to a sample of 
rest takers co uy out some aspects of the rest 
or rest items, such as instructions, time limits, 
item response formats, or item response 
options. See field wt. 

policy The principles, plan, or procedures 
established by an agency, institution, organi
zation, or government, generally with the 
intent of reaching a long-term goal. 

portfolio In assessment, a systematic collec
tion of educational or work products that 
have been compiled or accumulated over 
time, according to a specific set of principles. 

precision of measurement A general term 
rhat refers co a measure's sensitivity to meas
urement error. See standard error of measure
ment, aror of measurement. 

practice analysis A general term referring to 

the investigation of a certain work position, or 
profession, to obtain descriptive information 
about the activities and responsibilities of the 
position and about the knowledge, skills, and 
abilities needed to engage in the work of the 
position. The concept is essentially the same as 
a job analysis but is generally preferred for pro
fessional occupations involving a great deal of 
individual decision making. See job analy,is. 

predictive bias The systematic under- or over
prediction of criterion performance for people 
belonging to gtoups differentiated by character
istics not relevant to criterion performance. 

predictive validity A term used in the 1974 
Standards to refer co a type of "criterion-related 
validity" that applies "when one wishes co infer 
&om a test score an individual's most probable 
standing on some other variable called a crite
rion" (p. 26). In the 1985 Standards, the t~m". 
criterion-related validity was changed to mten
on-relaud evidence, emphasizing that it referred 
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co one cype of evidence wichin a unicary con

cepcion of validicy. The currenr documenc refers 
co "evidence based on relations co other vari
ables" chat include ''cesc-criterion relacionships." 
Prediccive evidence indicaces how accuracely 
rest daca can predicc cricerion scores thac are 
obcained ac a lacer rime. 

program evaiuation The collection and syn

thesis of syscemacic evidence about the use, 
operacion, and effects of some planned sec of 

procedures. 

program norms See user nonns. 

projection In rest scaling, a mechod oflinking 
in which scores on one test (X) are used co pre
dict scores on another test (Y). The projected Y 
score is the average Y score for all persons with 

a given X score. Like regression, the projection 
of rest Y onto test X is different from the pro

jection of rest X onto test Y. See linkage. 

proposed interpretation A summary, or a 

set of illustrations, of the intended meaning 
of resc scores, based on che conSLruct(s) or 

concept(s) the cesr is designed to measure. 

protocol A record of events. A rest protocol 
will usually consist of the rest record and rest 

scores. 

psychodiagnosis Formalization or classification 
of functional mental health srarus based on psy
chological assessment. See neuropsychodiagnosis. 

psychologicaJ assessment A comprehensive 
examination of psychological functioning char 
involves collecting, evaluating, and integrating 
resc results and collateral information, and repon
ing information about an individual. Various 
methods may be used to acquire information 
during a psychological assessment: administer
ing, scoring and interpreting tests and invmco
ries; behavioral observation; diem and th.ird-pany 
interviews; analysis of prior educational, occu
pational, medical, and psychological records. 

180 

GLOSSARY 

psychological testing Any procedure char 

involves rhe use of tests or invenrories ro 
assess particular psychological characrerisrics 
of an individual. 

random error An unsystematic error; a quan
rity (often observed indirectly) char appears co 

have no relationship to any ocher variable. 

random sample See sample. 

raw score The unadjusted score on a cesr, 
often determined by counting the number of 

correct answers, bur more generally a sum or 
ocher combinacion of item scores. In item 

response theory, the estimate, of tesr raker 
proficiency, usually symbolized 8, is analogous 

co a raw score although, unlike a raw score, 
ics scaling is nor arbitrary. 

reference population The population of rest 
takers represented by rest norms. The sample 
on which the rest norms are based must per

mit accurate estimation of the test score dis

tribution for the reference population. The 
reference population may be defined in terms 
of examinee age, grade, or clinical status at 
time of resting, or other characteristics. 

relative score interpretation The meaning 
of the test score for an individual, or the aver
age score for a definable group, derived from 
the rank of the score or average within one or 
more reference distributions of scores. See 
absolute score interpretation. 

reliability The degree co which rest scores 
for a group of test takers are consistent over 
repeated applications of a measurement pro
cedure and hence are inferred co be depend
able, and repeatable for an individual rest 
raker; the degree to which scores are free of 
errors of measurement for a given group. 
See generalizability theory. 
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reliability coefficient A unit-free indicator 
that reflects the degree to which scores are 
free of measurement error. The indicator 
resembles (or is) a product-moment correla
tion. ln classical tesr rheory, the term repre
sents the ratio of true score variance to 

observed score variance for a particular exarn
inee population. The conditions under which 
the coefficient is estimated may involve varia
tion in resr forms, measurement occasions, 
raters, scorers, or clinicians, and may entail 
multiple examinee products or performances. 
These and other variations in conditions give 
rise to qualifying adjectives, such as alter
nate-form reliability, internal consistency 
reliability, rest-retest reliability, etc. See 
generalizability theory. 

response bias A rest raker's tendency co 
respond in a particular way or style to items 
on a rest (i.e., acquiescence, social desirability, 
the tendency co choose 'true' on a rrue-false 
test) that yields systematic, construct-irrele
vant error in rest scores. 

response process A component, usually 
hypotherical, of a cognitive account of some 
behavior, such as making an item response. 

response protocol A record of the responses 
given by a test raker co a particular rest. 

restriction of range or variability Reduction 
in the observed score variance of an examinee 
sample, compared ro the variance of the entice 
examinee population, as a consequence of con
straints on the process of sampling examinees. 
See adjusted val,ditylreliability coefficient. 

rubric See scoring rubric. 

sample A selection of a specified number of 
entities called sampling units (test takers, items, 
etc.) from a larger specified set of possible 

entities, called the population. A random 
sample is a selection according co a random 
process, with the selection of each entity in no 
way dependent on the selection of other enti
ties. A stratified random sample is a set of ran
dom samples, each of a specified size, from 
several different sets, which are viewed as stra
ta of the population. 

scale I. The system of numbers, and their 
units, by which a value is reported on some 
dimension of measurement. Length can be 
reported in the English system of feet and 
inches or in the metric system of meters and 
centimeters. 2. In resring, scale sometimes 
refers ro the set of items or subcests used in 
the measurement and is distinguished from a 
test in the type of characteristic being meas
ured. One speaks of a test of verbal ability, 
but a scale of extroversion-introversion. 

scale score See derived score. 

scaling The process of creating a scale or a 
scale score. Scaling may enhance test score 
interpretation by placing scores from different 
tests or rest forms omo a common scale or by 
producing scale scores designed to support 
criterion-referenced or norm-referenced score 
interpretations. See scale. 

score Any specific number resulting from 
the assessment of an individual; a generic 
term applied for convenience ro such diverse 
measures as test scores, estimates of latent 
variables, production counts, absence records, 
course grades, racings, and so forth. 

scoring formula The formula by which the 
raw score on a rest is obtained. The simplest 
scoring formula is "raw score equals number 
conect." Other formulas differentially weight 
item responses. For example, in an attempt ro 
correct for guessing or nonresponse, zero 
weights may be assigned to nonresponses and 
negative weights to incorrect responses. 

181 

AERA_APA_NCME_0000187 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 117 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-26   Filed 12/21/15   Page 90 of 103

JA2422

scoring rubric The established criteria, 
including rules, principles, and illuscrations, 
used in scoring responses ro individual irems 
and clusters of items. The term usually refers 
to the scoring procedures for assessment tasks 
that do not provide enumerated responses 
from which test takers make a choice. Scoring 
rubrics vary in the degree of judgment 
entailed, in the number of distinct score levels 
defined, in the lacicude given scorers for assign
ing intermediate or fractional score values, 
and in other ways. 

screening test A test that is used to make 
broad categorizations of examinees as a first seep 
in selection decisions or diagnostic processes. 

security (of a test) See test sernrity. 

selection A purpose for testing that n::sults 
in the acceptance or rejection of applicants 
for a particular educational or employment 

opportunity. 

sensitivity In classification of disorders, the 
proportion of cases in which a disorder is 
detected when it is in fact present. 

Spearman-Brown formula A formula 
derived within classical test theory that proj
ects the reliability of a shortened or length
ened test from rhe reliability of a test of 
specified length. 

specificity In classification of disorders, the 
proportion of cases for which a diagnosis of 
disorder is rejected when rejection is warrant
ed. 

speededness A test characteristic, dictated 
by the test's time limits, chat results in a rest 
raker's score being dependent on che rare ar 
which work is performed as well as the cor
rectness of the responses. The term is not 
used to describe tests of speed. Speededness 
is often an undesirable characteristic. 

182 

GLOSSARY 

split-halves reliability coefficient An inter
nal consistency coefficient obtained by using 
half the items on rhe test to yield one score 
and rhe other half of che items to yield a sec
ond, independenr score. The correlation 
between the scores on these rwo half-rests, 
adjusted via the Spearman-Brown formula, 
provides an estimate of the alternate-form 
reliability of the coral rest. 

stability The extent to which scores on a rest 
are essentially invariant over time. Stability is 
an aspect of reliability and is assessed by corre
lating the rest scores of a group of individuals 
with scores on the same rest, or an equated 
rest, taken by rhe same group at a later rime. 

standard error of measurement The stan
dard deviation of an individual's observed 
scores from repeated administrations of a test 
(or parallel forms of a rest) under identical 
conditions. Because such data cannot general
ly be collected, the standard error of measure
ment is usually estimated from gro;·p data. 
See error of measurement. 

standard score A type of derived score such 
rhac the distribution of these scores for a 
specified population has convenient, known 
values for the mean and standard deviation. 
The term is sometimes used to signify a mean 
of 0.0 and a standard deviation of 1.0. See 
derived score. 

standardization 1. In test administration, 
maintaining a constant resting environment 
and conducting the test according ro derailed 
rules and specifications, so that resting condi
tions are the same for all rest takers. 2. In rest 
development, establishing scoring norms 
based on the rest performance of a representa
tive sample of individuals with which the test 
is intended ro be used. 3. In statistical analy
sis, transforming a variable so char irs stan
dard deviation is 1.0 for some specified 
population or sample. See standard score. 
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GLOSSARY 

standards-based assessment Assessments 
intended co represent systematically described 
content and performance standards. 

stratified coefficient alpha A modification 
of coefficient alpha chat renders it appropriate 
for a multi-factor rest by defining the toral 
score as the composite of scores on single-fac
tor part-tests. 

stratified sample See sample. 

systematic error A consistent score compo
nent (often observed indirecdy), not related 
to che test performance. See bias. 

technical manual A publication prepared by 
cesc authors and publishers to provide techni
cal and psychometric information on a test. 

test An evaluative 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. 

test developer The person(s) or agency 
responsible for the construction of a test and 
for the documentation regarding its technical 
quality for an intended purpose. 

test development The process through which 
a test is planned, constructed, evaluated, and 
modified, including consideration of content, 
format, administration, scoring, item proper
ties, scaling, and technical quality for its 
intended purpose. 

test documents Publications such as resr 
manuals, technical manuals, user's guides, 
specimen secs, and directions for test adminis
trators and scorers chat provide information for 
evaluating the appropriateness and technical 
adequacy of a test for its intended purpose. 

test information function A mathematical 

function relating each level of an ability or 
latent trait, as defined under item response the
ory (IRT), co che reciprocal of the correspon
ding conditional measurement error variance. 

test manual A publication prepared by test 
developers and publishers to provide informa
tion on rest administration, scoring, and 
interpretation and co provide technical data 
on test characteristics. See users guide. 

test modification Changes made in the con
tent, format, and/or administration procedure 
of a test in order to accommodate test takers 
who are unable to take the original rest under 
standard test conditions. 

test security Limiting access to the specific 
content of a test to those who need to know 
it for test development, test scoring, and test 
evaluation. In particular, test items on secure 
tests are not published; unauthorized copying 
is forbidden by any test taker or anyone other
wise associated with the test. A secure test is 
not for publication in any form, in any venue. 

test specifications A derailed description for 
a test, often called a test blueprint, that speci
fies the number or proportion of items that 
assess each content and process/skill area; 
the format of items, responses, and scoring 
rubrics and procedures; and the desired psy
chometric properties of the items and test 
such as the distribution of item difficulty 
and discrimination indices. 

test user The person(s) or agency responsible 
for the choice and administration of a test, 
for the interpreration of test scores produced 
in a given context, and for any decisions or 
actions that are based, in part, on rest scores. 

test-retest reliability A reliability coefficient 
obtained by administering the same test a sec
ond time to the same group after a time 
interval and correlating the rwo sers of scores. 
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timed tests A rest administered to a rest 
taker who is allotted a strictly prescribed 
amount of time to respond to the tesr. 

top-down A method of selecting the best 
applicants according to some numerical scale 
of suitability. O~en, "best" is taken to mean 
"highest scoring on some rest." 

translational equivalence The degree to 
which the translated version of a test is equiv
alent to the original rest. Translational equiva
lence is typically examined in terms of the 
language used, the scores produced, and the 
constructs measured by the translated version 
and the original test. See back tramlation. 

true score In classical test theory, the average 
of the scores that would be earned by an indi
vidual on an unlimited number of perfectly 
parallel forms of the same rest. In item 
response theory, the error-free value of test 
raker proficiency, usually symbolized by 0. 

unidimensionai Having only one dimension, 
or only one latent variable. 

user norms Descriptive statistics (including 
percentile ranks) for a sample of rest takers 
that does not represent a well-defined refer
ence population, for example, all persons test
ed during a certain period of rime, or a set of 
self-selected rest takers. Also called program 
norms. See norms. 

user's guide A publication prepared by the 
test authors and publishers co provide infor
mation on a test's purpose, appropriate uses, 
proper administration, scoring procedures, 
normative data, interpretation of results, and 
case studies. See test manual. 

validation The process through which the 
validity of the proposed interpretation of test 
scores is investigated. 

184 

GLOSSARY 

validity The degree to which accumulated 
evidence and theory support specific interpre
tations of test scores entailed by proposed 
uses of a rest. 

validity aigument An explicit scientific justi
fication of the degree co which accumulated 
evidence and theory support the proposed 
interpreration(s) of rest scores. 

validity generalization Applying validity 
evidence obtained in one or more situations 
to other similar situations on the basis of 
simultaneous estimation, meta-analysis, or 
synthetic validation arguments. 

variance components In testing, variances 
accruing from rhe separate constituent 
sources that are assumed to contribute to the 
overall variance of observed scores. Such vari
ances, estimated by methods of the analysis 
of variance, often reflect situation, location, 
time, rest form, rater, and related effects. 

vocational assessment A specialized type of 
psychological assessment designed to generate 
hypotheses and inferences about interests, 
work needs and values, career development, 
vocarional maturity, and indecision. 

weighted scoring A method of scoring a rest 
in which the number of points awarded for a 
correct (or diagnostically relevant) response is 
not the same for all items in the test. In some 
cases, the scoring formula awards more poinrs 
for one response to an item than for another. 
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INDEX 

Numbers in chis index refer to specific srandard(s). 

Acceptable performance on credentialing test, 14.17 
Based on knowledge and skills only, 14 .17 

Accommodation, see "'Test modifications" 

Achie:veme:nt in instructional domain, 13.3 
Actuarial basis for recommendations and decisions, 12.17 
Adap,ive testing procedures, 2. 16 
Adequacy of fit, 3.9 
Adequacy of item or rest performance, 4.21 
Adjusred validity/reliability coefficient, 1.18 
Adminimarion, 2.18, 3.6, 3.9, 3.20-3.21, 5.1-5.7, 6.7• 

6.8, 6.l l, 6.15, 8.1-8.3, 9.3, 9.5, 9.11, 10.l, 10.5-
10.6, l 0.8, 11.1, 11.3, l l.5, 11.9, 11.13, I 1.16, 
11.19, 11.22, 12.5, 12.8, 12.10-12.12, 13.6. 13.I0-
13.12, 13.[6, 13.18, 15.10 

Accommodations for examinees with disabilities, 
2.18, 10.1. l0.8. 11.16 

Adequate training of administrator, 12.8, 13.10, 
13.12 

Advance information, 8.2, l 2. l 0, l 5. IO 
Alternate mechods, 6.11, 13.6 
Clarity of directions, 3.20 
Compurer-adminisrcred tests, 2.8, 8.3, 13.18 
Compurer-scored rests, 13. I 8 
Conditions, 3.9, 5.4, 8.1. 12.12 
Consent forms, 6.15 
Disruptions, 5.2 
Examinee's most proficienr language, 9.3 
Guessing, 3.20 
How to make responses, 5.5 
Interpreters, 9. 11 
Minimize possibility of breaches in rest security, 

5.6 
Modificarions of srandard procedures, 2.18, 5.2-

5.3, 9.5, I J.19, 12.12 
Monitoring, 5.4-5.5 
Opportunity to pracricc using equipment, 5.5 
Paper-and-pencil administration, 2.8, 8.3 
Permissible variation in conditions, 3.21 
Practice materials, 3.20, 8.1, 13.11 
Protect security oftest marcrials, 5.7, I l.9, 12.11 
Questions from ccsr takers, 3.20 
Self-scored tests, 6.8 
Special qualifications, I l.3 
Srandard ad.ministration instructions, 3.20, 12.8, 

12.12, 13.10 
Standardized instructions to rest takers, 5.5 
Standardized procedures, 5.1-5.2 
Test caking matcgics, 11.13 
Time limits, 3.20, 10.6 
User qualifications, 6.7, 13.12 

Advance information, 8.2, 8.4, l 1.5, 11.13, 12.10, 14.16, 
15.10 

Confidentiality protection, 8.2 
Consequences of misconducr, 8.2 
Rules and procedures to determine overall omcomc 

of credentialing tests, 14. 16 
Scoring criteria, 8.2 
Test raking strategics, 8.2, l l.13 
Tesring policy, 8.2, 12.10, 15.10 
Timclimits, 8.2, 12.10 
To test takers, 8.2, 8.4, 12.10 
Use of ccsc scores, 8.2, 12. l 0, 15.10 

Advancement, 9.8 
Alternate forms, see "Test forms" 
Anchor cesc, 4. l l. 4.13 

Psychomecric characceriscics, 4. I 3 
Reprcsenracivencss, 4.13 

Arbitration of disputes, 8.11 
Atttnuacion, correccion for, 1.18, 2.6 
Attrition rates, 1 5.4 

Benchmarks, 13.19 
Bias, 7.3-7.4, 7.12, 11.24, 12.2 

Calibration, 4.15, 5.12, 12.12 
Case studies, 6.10, 10.12 
Categorical decisions, 2.15 
Census-type cming programs, 11.24 
Change scores, 13.17, 15.3 
Characteristics of job, 14.10, 14.12 
Cheating, 8.2, 8.7, 8.10-8.11, I I.I l. 
Classification, 2.14, 3.7, 3.22, 4.9, 4.19, 14.7, 14.8 

Employment, 14.7, 14.8 
Of conmucred responses, 3.22 
Of examinees, 4.9, 4. I 9 

Classification consistency, 2.15 
Clinical and counseling settings, 11.20 
Coaching, 1.9 
Coding, 3.22 
Collaieral information, I 2. I 8 
Combining rests, 12.4-12.5 

Addressing complex diagnoses, 12.5 
Justification for incerpretation, 12.4 
Racionale, 12.4 

Comparabilicy, 4.10, 7.8, 9.4, 9.9, 10.4, 10.11, 13.8, 14.11 
Across groups, 7.8 
Job content factors, 14.11 
Modificacions for individuals with disabilities, 10.4 
Multiple-language versions of rest, 9.9 
Score, 4.10, 9.4, 10.11, 13.8 

Compucer-adminisceced ccscs, 2.8, 5.5, 6.ll, 8.2-8.3, 13.18 
Documemacion of design, 13.18 
Documencacion of scoring algorichms, 13.18 
Methods for scoring and classifying, 13.18 
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Carnpt.::er-based cesring. 13.18 
Conscrucc-lrrc:lcvanr variance:, 13. l8 

Computer-gene.aced imcrprctacions, 5.1 l, 6. l 2, l l.21. 
12.15 

CU< scores, 6.12 

Empirical basis. 5.1 l 
Limitations, 5.11, 11.21, 12.15 
Norms, 12.15 
Quality, 12. ! 5 
Rationale, 5. I l 
Sources, 5.11 

Computerized adaptive tests, 3.12, 4.10, 8.3 
Documentation, 3.12 
Rationale, 3. 12, 4.10 
Supporting evidence, 3.12 

Concordance cables, 4. l 4 
Conditional srandard errors of measurement, 2.14 
Confidence interval, 2.2 
Confidentiality protection, 8.2, 8.6, 12. I! 
Conflict of int«csr, l 2.2 
Consequences of misconduct, 8.2 

Consequcn= of test use, 1.24 
Consistency of scores, 2.4 
Construe, description, 1.2 

Construcr equivalent rests, 7.2, 13.6 
Construct-irrelevant variance, 7.2, 7.10, !2.19, !3.18 
Construct overlap, l 3.8 
Construct reprcsencacion, 7.11 
Construct underreprcsenracion, 7. l 0 
Comenr domain, 1.6, 3.1\ 7.3, 13.5, 14.8, 14.10, 14.14 

Job, 14.10 
Conccnr specificarions, 1.6 
Conrextcffeccs, 2.!7, 4.15, 13.!5 
Comrolling item exposure, 3.12 
Convergent evidence, 12.18 
Converted scores, 4.!6 

Possible nonequivalence in revisions, 4.16 
Copyright, 8.7, 11.8-11.9, 12.11 

Infringement, 8.7 
Protection, l 1.8-11.9, 12.1 l 

Copyright dace, G. t 4 
Ctcdentialing tcst,ng, 9.8, 14.14-14.17 

Crcdcncial-wonhy performance in an occuparion, 
14.14 

Level of performance required for passing, 14.17 
Licensure and certification, 14.15 

Crice:rion construct domain1 14.12 
Crjrerion-rcfcrcnccd incerprccation, 4. \, 4.9 

Empirical basis, 4.9 
Rarionalc, 4.9 

Criterion-referenced resring programs, 3.4, 14.2 
Cross-validadon srudics, 3. l 0 
Culrural differences, 9.I-9.I l 

Curriculum srandards, 13 .3 
Cut scores, 2.14-2.15, 4.4, 4.11, 4.19-4.21, 6.5, 6.12, 

13.6, 14.17 

186 

Expert judgment, 4.2 ! 
Legal rcquircmenrs, 4.19 
Pass/fuil, 4.21 
Procedures for establishing, 4.19 
Proficiency categories, 4.2! 

Rationale, 4.19 

INDEX 

Relation of test performance m relevant criteria. 

4.20 

Decision malring. l l.4, 12.17, 13.5, 13.7-13.9, 13.13, 
14.7. 14.13, 14.15-14.16 

Acruaria] basis, 12.17 
Certification, 14. I 5 
Classification, I \.4, 13.7 
Consuucc overlap, 13.8 
Desired student outcomes, 13.9 
Diagnosis, l l .4 
Educational placcmenr, 13. 9 
Graduation, 13.5 
Imegrating information from multiple cescs and 

sources, 14.13 
Job classifications, 14. 7 
Pass/fail, 14.16 

Promotion, 13.5, 13.9 
School context, 13.13 
Selccrion, l l.4 
Validity. 11.4, 13.7 

Defined domain, 3.1 I 
Derived score scales, 4.1 

lmc:ndcd imerprecacion, 4.1 
Limitations, 4.1 
Meanings, 4.1 

Derived scores, 2.2, 3.22, 4.2, 4.7, 6.5 
Descriprivc srariscics, 2. 4 
Difference scores, l 3.8 

Standardized tests, 13.8 
Differential diagnosis, I 2.6 

Abiliry to d,scinguish between mulciplc groups 
of concern, 12.6 

Differcnrial item funcrioning (DIF). 7.3 

Differcnrial prediction hyporhesis, 7.6 
Oisabiliries (resting inPivjduals wich), sec "Testing indi

viduals wirh disabilides" 
Oivcrs,ry, 6.10, 9.1-9.8, 9.!0-9.11. !0.1-10.12, ! l.22-11.23 

Individuals with disabilities, 10.1-10.12, l 1.23 
Linguistic, 9.1-9.8, 9.10-9.1 l. I l.22-l l.23 

Docwncmation, sec "'Publisher mau:rials/rcsponsibilicie.s.,. 

Educational testing programs, 8.10-8.13, 9.3, l 1.20, 
13.1-13.19, 15.7, 15.12-15.13 

Average of summary scores for groups, 13.19, 
15.12 

Educational placcmenr, 13.9 
Graduacion, 13.5-13.6 
Group differences in res, scores, 13.I 5 
Guiding inmucrions, I 3.13, l 5.13 
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INDEX 

Mandated tests, 15.7, 15.13 

Promotion, 13.5-13.6, 13.9 
Qualificacions of administrators, 13. 10 
Qualificacions of scorm, 13. 10 

Score reports, 13.14 
Special needs identification, 13. 7 

Standards for mastery, 13. 5-13.6 

Yalidiry of score inferences as time passes, 13.16 
Effects of disabilities on test performance, l 0.2 

Empirical evidence, 4.20, 7.6, 9.7, 10.5, 12.16, 13.9, 
14.4-14.5, 15.8 

Contaminants and artifacts, 14.5 

Supporting basis for expecting specific out
comes, 15.8 

Employment testing, 9.8, 14.1-14. l 3 
Classification, l 4.8 
Job analysis, 14.4, 14.6 

Job classification decisions, 14.7 
Objectives, 14.1 

Personnel selection, l 4. 12 
Prediction, 14.1, 14.4 

Predictor-criterion relationships, l 4. 2-14.6 
Promotion, 14.8-14.9 

Screening, 14. I 
Selection, I 4.8-14.9 

Eguated forms, 4.11 

Equating procedures, 4.11 

Equating studies, 4.11-4.13 

Anchor rest design, 4.13 
Characteristics of anchor u~sts or )inking itc:ms, 

4.11 

Classical, 4. l 3 
Design, 4.11 
Examinee samples, 4.11 

!RT-based, 4.13 

Statistical equivalence of examinee gtoups, 4. l 2 
Stacistical methods used, 4.11 

Error of measurement, 14.5 

Error variances, 2. 5 
Ethics, 12.2, 12.1 O 

Evaluation, 15.2 
Relevance of tesr co program goals, 15.2 

Examinee performance, 2.8-2.9 

Examinee subgroups, 7.1-7.4, 7.6, 7.10-7.12, 11.24 
Expert judgment, 1.7, 3.5-3.7, 3.11, 3.13, 4.19, 4.21, 14.9 

Cut scores, 4.21 
Demographic characrerisrics of judges, 3.5-3.6 
Job task content, 14.9 
Qualification of judges, 3.5-3.6 
Relevant experiences of judges, 3.5-3.6 
Standard serring, 4.19 

Expert review, 3.5 

Process, 3.5 
Purpose, 3.5 

Results, 3.5 

Exccnded response irems, 3.14 

Fairness, 7.l-7.12, 8.1, 8.11, 9.5, 10.11, 13.5-13.6 

Absence of bias, 7.3-7.4, 7.12 

Equaliry of testing outcomes for examinec sub

groups, 7.8, 7.10-7.11 
Equitable treatment of all examinees, 7.1-7.4, 

7.8, 7.12, 8.1, 9.5, 10.11 

Opportuniry to learn, 7.10, 13.5-13.6 

Fatigue, l 0.6 

Field tCSCS, 3.8-3.9 

Flagged test score, 9.5, 10.11 
Forms, see: "'Tc:sr forms" 

Gain scores, 13.17, 15.3 

Report of technical qualities, 13.17, 15.3 
Generaliubiliry, 2.5, 2.10, 3.11, 12.16, 13.3 

Group-level information, 5.12, l l.24, 13.15, 15. l 2 
Aggregating results, 5.12 
Cautions against misrc:prc:sc:ncacions, 15.12 
Differences, 13.15, 15.12 

Group means, 4.8 
Group performance measure, 2.20 

Group resting programs, 12.9 

Professional supervisor responsibilities, 12.9 

Individual testing, 12.3, 12.18-12.19, 13.13 

Informed choice, 8.3 
Informed consent, 8.4-8.5 

Exceptions, 8.4 

lntegriry of test results, 15.9 
Inter-item correlation, 3.3 
Interpretation of individual it<m responses, 1.10 

lnrc:rpret1tion of test scores, stc: 11Scorc: ime:rprerarion" 
Interpreters, 9.11 

Qualifications, 9. I l 
Interpretive material for local release, 5. l 0, 15. l 3 

Common misimc:rprerarions, 5.10 
How scores will be used, 5. I 0 
Precision of scores, 5.10 

Simple language, 5.10 

What scores mean, 5. I 0 
What tesr covers, 5. IO 

lncc:r-rarer .agreement, 3.23 
Investigation of test taker misconduct, 8. 10-8. l 2 

Irrelevant variance, 3.17 
Item development, 3.7 
Item evaluation, 3.9 

Psychometric properties, 3.9 
Sample description, 3.9 

Item pool, 4.17, G.4 
Item response rheory (!RT), 2.16, 3.9 

Ahiliry or uait parameter, 2.16 
Item parameter estimates, 2. 1 G, 3.9 

Item review, 3. 7 
Item selection, 3.7, 3.9-3.10, 3.12 

Empirical relationships, 3. l 0 

Item difficulty, 3.9 
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Icem discrimination, 3.9 

Item information, 3.9 

Procedures, 3.12 

Subsets of irems, 3.12 

Tendency to select by chance, 3.10 

lcem <ryouts, 3.7-3.8 

[rem weights, 3.13 

Based on empirical data, 3.13 

Based on expert judgment, 3 .13 

Job analysis, 14.6, 14.8, 14.11, 14.14 

Job content domain, I 4. 10 

Abili,ics, 14.10 

Knowledge, 14.10 

Skills, 14.10 

Tasl--.s, 14.10 

Labels, 8.8 
Leas, srigma,izing, 8.8 

Language differences (testing individuals wi,h), 9.1-9. I I, 

11.22 

Appropriaceness of tests, 9.l, l 1.22 

Language proficiency, 9.3, 9.8, 9.10, 11.22 

Bilingual, 9.3 
Communicative abilities, 9. I 0 
Examinees, 9.3, 9.10 

Multiple languages, 9.3 

Required level for occupations, 9.8 

Large-scale testing programs, 5.3, 5.6, 5.12 

Learning opportunity changes, 13.1 5 

Legally mandated testing, 8.4 
Licensure and certification, 8.7, 8.10-8.13, 9.8, 14.14-

14.17 

Knowledge and skills necessary, 14.14 

Purpose of program, 14.14 

Limicacions of test scores, 11.2 

Linguistic ability, 7.7, I 1.23 

Linguistic characteristics of examinees, 9.1-9.3, 9.5-9.6, 
11.22 

Linguistic subgroups, 9.2 

Linkage, 4.i5, i4.i2 
Local scorers, see "Scorers" 

Logical evidence, 9.7 

Mandated testing programs, 13.1, 15.7, 15.13 
Description of ways results will be used, 13. J, 

15.7, 15.13 
Negative consequenc<.s, 13.1, 15.7, 15.13 

Mastery of skills, 13.6 
Matrix sampling, 2.20, 5.12, 15.6 

Measuremenr error, 13.8, 13.14 

Mera-analysis, 1.20, 1.21 

Moderator variables, 7.6 
Modifications, se< "Test modifications" 

Monicoring, 5.4-5.5, 5.9, 12.8-12.9 

188 

Administration, 5.4-5.5, 12.8 

Scoring, 5.9, 12.8-12.9 

Motivation of mt takers, 15.4 

Multidisciplinary evaluation, 10.12 

Mul<imedia testing, 13.18 

!NDEX 

Documentation of design, 13. I 8 

Documentation of scoring algorithms, 13.18 

Methods of scoring and classifying, 13.18 

Multiple-aptitude tCS< batteries, 13.8 

Comparing scares from ,es, components, l 3.8 

Muhiple-language rests, 8.3 
Muhiple-purpase ,escs, 13.2, 15.1 

Appropriate technical evidence for each purpose, 

13.2, 15.l 

Normative data, 6.4-6.5, 13.16 

Norming population, 6.4 
Years of data collec,ion, 6.4, 13.16 

Norming studies, 4.6 

Dares of cesdng, 4.6 
Descriptive statistics, 4.6 
Panicipation ra[es, 4.6 
Population, 4.6 
Sampling procedures, 4.6 

Weigh ring of sample, 4.6 
Norm-referenced interpretation, 4.1, 4.9, 13.13, 13.16 

Norm-referenced mring programs, 3.4 

Norms, 2.12, 3.19, 4.2, 4.5-4.8, 4.15, 4.18, 10.9, 11.19, 

12.3, 12.12, 12.18, 13.4, 13.8, 13.13 

Group means, 4.8 

Individuals wirh disabiliries, 10.9 

Local, 4.7, 13.4 

Precision, 4.6 

Outcome monitoring, I 5.5, 15.8 

Basis for expecting outcome, l 5.8 
Ourcome of credemialing tests, 14.16 

Pass/full, 14.16-14.17 

Level of performance required, 14. 16-14.17 

Performance assessments, 3. i 4 
Pilot «sting, l 0.3 

Policy srndies, 15.2, 15.4-15.5, 15. l 1-15.12 

Release oftest results, 15.11-15.12 
Suitability of test, 15.2 

Policy makers, 7.9, 15.11 
Educational, 7.9 
Public, 7.9 
Social, 7.9 

Populations, 1.2, 1.5, 3.6, 3.8, 4.5-4.7, 6.4, 7. l, 7.3, 
1 I.I, l l.!6, 11.24, 12.3, 12.8, 12.16, 13.4, 13.8, 

13.15, 15.5-15.6 

Background of rest taker, 12.3 

Census-type ,escing programs, 11.24 

Characteristics of test taker, 12.3 
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INDEX 

Cul rural differences, l 3. l S 
Descriptions, 2.20, l S.6 
Gradual changes in demographic characteristics, 

ll.16 
Represencariveness, 1.5, 12.16, 13.4, 15.5 
Subgroup differences, 7.1, 7.3, 13.15 

Practice effects, 1.9 
Precision of scorc:s, 2.4 

Prediction, 14.1, 14.4, 14.6-14.7 
Absenteeism, I 4.4 
Job behavior, l 4.1 
Job-relevant training, 14.4 

Job success, 14.7 
Turnover, I 4.4 
Work behaviors, 14.4 
Work ourpuc, 14.4 

Predictor construcr domain, 14. l 2 
Predictor-criterion relationships, l 4.2-14.6 

Grounded in research, I 4.2 
Precesc/pomesc scores, 13.17, I S.3 

Change scores, 13.17, 15.3 
Gain scores, 13.17, l S.3 

Privacy procec<ion, 11. I 4 
Procedural protections, 8.12-8.13 
Proctors, l l. 11 
Professional compecence, 12.1, l 2.5, 12. 8, l 2. l 0-12. l l, 

13.12-13.13 
Credenrialing, 12.1 
Educarional, 12.1 

Experience, 12.1 
Supervised training, I 2.1 

Program cvaluarion, 2. 18, 2.20, 15.1-15.13 
Eliminate: pratticc:s de.signed co raise: test scores, 

15.9 
lncerprecacion and release ofresuks, 15.13 
Suitability of tw to program goals, 15.2 

Program goals, 15.2 
Program monico<ing, 2.16 
Promotion, 14.8-14.9 

Employmenc, 14.8-14.9 

Psychological resting, 12.1-12.20 
Complex diagnoses, 12.5 
Diagnosis, 12.6-12.7 
Diagnoscic sensicivicy and specificity, 12.5 
Individual resring, 12.3 
Inrcrprcrivc n:ma:rks, 12.13 
Porenrial inferences described as h)'pO<heses, 

12.13 
Using tests in combination, 12.4-12.S 

Publisher materials/responsibiliries, I. l -l.3, 2.1 l-2. 12, 
3.1-3.5, 3.9-3.13, 3.15, 3.19-3.27, 4.1-4.6, 4.11, 
4.l4-4.l6, 4.18-4.19, 5.1, 5.10, 5.14, 6.1-6.15, 7.3-
7.4, 7.9-7.10, 8.1-8.2, 9.4, 9.6-9.7, 10.4-10.5, 10.7-
10.8, l l.l, l l.3-11.4, 11.7-11.9, l l.13, 12.4 

Adminisrrarion procedures, 5.1 

Amending, cevising, or withdrawing cm, 3.25, 

6.13 
Applicability of test to non-narive speakers, 9.6 
Case studies, 6.10 
Cautions againsr misuses, 6.3, l l.7, 11.8 
Computc:r-gc:nc:rated inrerprctations. 6.12 
Consent forms, 6.15 
Copyright date, 6.14 
Corrected score report, 5.14 
Criteria for scoring, 3. 20 
Dirc:ccions for administration, 3.19 
Directions co test takers, 3.3, 8.1 

Documentation of procedures used co modify 

test, 10.5 
Documentation without compromising security, 

3.12, 11.18 
Expected levd of scorer agreement and accuracy, 

3.24 
Foreign language translation or adaptation pro

cedures, 6.4 
General information, 6. l 5 
Identification of related course or curriculum, 

6.6 
Information to policy makers, 7.9, l 1.18 
lnstruaions for using raring scales, 3.22 
lnmuaions co test cake rs, 3. 20 

Interpretation of scores, 1.9, 1.12 
lncerprerive material, 5.10, 6.8, 6. l0 

Linguistic modifications, 9.4 
Modified forms, !0.8 
Norming studies, 4.6, 6.1 
Norms, 4.2, 4.5 
Practice or sample questions or tests, 3.20, 8.1 
Procedures for test adminisrration and scoring, 

3.3 
Qu:tlifications to administer and scort test, 6.7 
Rarionale, 11.4 
Rationale for modifications, I 0.<i 
Recommendations and cautions regarding modi· 

ficacions, I 0.4 
Reliability data, 2.11-2.12, 6.5 
Renorming wich sufncienc frequ~ncy. 4.18 
Research to avoid bias, 7.3 
Revisions and implications on rest score inter-

pretation, 3.26, 6. I 3 
Sample marerial, 3.20 
Score reports, 1.10 
Scoring crireria, 3.22 
Scoring procedures, 5.1 
Security, l 1.8-11.9 
Sensicivicy reviews, 7.4 
Scaremems regarding research-use-only rests, 3.27 
Scaristical descriptions and analyses 
Suggestions to use tests in combination, 12.4 
Summaries of cired studies, 6.9 
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Supplemental material, 6. l 

Technical documentation, 4.2, 4.6, 4.19 

Technical manual, 6.1. 10.5 

Test bulletin (adYance information), 8.2 
TeS< directions, 3. 15 
Test manual, I.IO, 3.1. 4.16, 6.1-6.2, 6.4, 9.4, 

10.4-10.5, 11.3 
Test taking sttatcgics, 11. I 3 
Training materials for scorers, 3.23-3.24 
Tr::msbtion information. 9.7 
Users guides, 6. l 
Validity informarion, 6.5 

Purpose of test, 3.2, 3.6, 8.1, l l.l-11.2, 11.5, 11.16, 

11.24, 13.2-13.3, 13.7, 13.12, 14.14 

Range restriction, 14.5 

Rationale, l.1, 6.3, 9.4 
Raw scores, 4.4, 6.5 

[mended interpretations, 4.4 
limitations, 4.4 
Meanings, 4.4 

Reading abiliry, 7.7 

Relationship between test scores, 13.8-13.9, 13. 12 

Release of summary cesc results to public, 11.17-11.18, 

15.11 
Policy for timely release, I 1.17 

Provision of supplcmcnral explanarions, l J. l 8, 

JS.I I 
Reliability, 2.1-2.20, 3.3, 3.19, 3.23, 5.12, 9-}, 9,7, 9.9, 

ll.l-11.2, 11.19, 12.13, 13.8, 13.12, 14.15, 15.6 

Ahernare-form reliability estimare, 2.9 

190 

Analyses for scores produced under major varia-
tions, 2.18 

Data for major popularions, 2.11 
Data for separate grades and age groups, 2.12 
Dara for subpopulations, 2.11 

Decision reliability, 14.15 
Difference scores, I 3.8 
Error variance. tsdmaces, 2.10 
Estimates, 2.1, 2.9 

Generali7.3bility coefficient, 2.5 
lnrcr~raccr consistency, 2.10 
Language differences, 9. I 
Local reliability data, 2.12 
Long and short versions of a t~st, 2.17 
Rare of work, 2.8-2. 9 
Reliability estimation procedures, 2.7 
Reported for level of aggregation, 5.12 
Sampling procedures, 15.6 
Scorer, 3.23 
Sources of me.isurement error, 2.10 

Spcededness, sec "Rare of work" 
Systematic variance, 2.8 

Test comparability, 9.9 
Test-retest reliabiliry estimate, 2.9 

Translations of arc-st, 9.7 
Wirhin-examinee consiscency, 2.10 

Reliability coefficients, 2.5-2.6. 2.11-2.12 

Nccrnate-form coefficients, 2.5 
Imernal consistency coefficients, 2.5 

Rcstrietion of range or variabilicy adjusrmenr, 2.6 
Test-retc:sr or srabilicy coefficients, 2.S 

Rep!icabilicy, 12.12 
Research use only tests, 3.27 

Response format, 2.8, 3.6, 3.14, 3.22, 4.21, 5. l, 5.5, 
I l.l3, 12.12 

Constructed, 2.8, 3.22. 4.21 
Extended-response, 3.14 

Unstructured, 12.12 

Restriction of range or variability, 1.18, 2.6 
Rctemion policy, 5.15-5. 16, 8.6, l 1.5, 15.10 

Confidentiality, 8.6 

Data transmission security, 8.6 

Protection from improper disclosure, 8.6 
Valid use of information, 5.16, 15.10 

Retesr opporrunity, 11. ! 2, 12. IO, 13.6 
Rights of tes((aker, 8.10-8.13, l l. l 0-1 l.l 2, 12.20, 13.6 

Appeal and represencarion by counsel, I I. 11 

Retest opportunity, 11.12, 13.6 
Rubric, see "Scoring rubric" 

Sample representativeness, 3.8 

Sampling procedures, 2.4, 3.8, 3.10, 14.6, 15.6 

Scale dcvelopmom procedures, 6.4 
Sc.ale stability, 4.17 · 

Over time, 4.17 
Scales, 4.2 
Scaling, 3.22 
Score comparability, 4.10, 9.4, 10.11, 13.4 

Score: conversions, 4.14 
Lirnications, 4.14 

Score differences, 2.3 
Score equivalence, 4. 10-4.11 

Di,ect evidence, 4. l 0 
Equacing procedures, 4.11 

Intended uses, 4.10 
Score integrity, 5.6 
Score interpretation, l.1-1.2, 1.9, 1.12, 1.23, 2.11, 3.4, 

3.14, 3.16, 3.18, 3.25-3.26, 4.1, 4.3-4.4, 4.6-4.7, 
4.10, 4.16, 4.18-4.20, 5.1, 5.10-5.11, 5.14, 6.3, 6.5, 
6.7-6.8, 6.10-6.12, 7.1-7.5, 7.8, 8.7, 8.9, 9.2, 9.5-
9.7, 9.9, 10.4-10.5, 10.7, 10.9, 10.11, 1I.I.11.3, 
11.5-ll.6, !l.l5, 11.17-11.\8, 11.20, 11.22, 12.9, 
12.13, 12.19, 13.3, 13.7-13.9, 13.12-13.15, 14.13. 
!4.16, l 5.l J-15.13 

Absolute, 3.4 

Affected by revisions, 3.26, 4.16 
Nternate explanations for test taker's perform

ance, 7.5, l!.20, 12.19, 13.7 
Case srudies, 6. J 0 
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INDEX 

Computer-generated incerpmations, 5. I I, 6. I 2 
Contextual information, I 3. I 5, ! 5.12 
Cut scores, 4.19-4.20, G.5 

Difference scores, I 3.8 
Effem of modifications for individuals wirh dis-

abilities, I 0.7 

Flagged scores, 9.5, I 0.1 l 
[nferences within subpopulations, 2.11, 7.3-7.4 
Interpretive material for local release, 5. I 0, 

11.17-l l.18, 13.12-13.14, 15.11 
ltem level information, 6. 5 
Linguistically diverse examinees, 9.2, 9.6, 11.22 
Material error requires com:aed score report, 5.14 
Modifications for individual., wich disabilities, 10.4 
Norms, 4.6, 10.9 

Potential misinterpretations, 11 I 5, I 3. 14-13. ! 5, 
15.12 

Relative, 3.4 

Score equivalence, 4. IO 
Scores obtained under alrernate conditions. 6.11 
Self-scored rescs, G.8 

Short form, 3.16 
Special qualifications, I 1.3 

Speed component appropriateness, 3.18 
Subgroup differences, 7.1, 7.8 

Translated cests, 9.7 

Valid inferences for examinee subgroups, 7.2 
Validity jeopardiu:d by deparrure from scandard 

proc,:dures, 5.1 

Weighted scoring, 14.16 

Score reporting, 2.17, 5.13-5.16, 6.12, 7.8, 8.4-8.6, 8.8-
8.11, 8.13, 9.4-9.5, I 1.6, 11.12, 11.14, 11.17-
11.18, 12.9, 12.15, 12.19-12.30, 13.16-13.17, 
13.19, 15.3, 15.10-15.11 

Age of norms used for reporting, 13.16 
Anonymiry for researchers, 8.5 

Cancellation or withdrawal of scores, 8.11 
Categorical decisions, 8.8 

Change scores, 13.17, 15.3 

Computer-generated interpretations, 6. 12, 12.15 
Conditions for disclosute, 11.14 
Confidentiality, 5.13, 8.4-8. 5, 8.9 

Corrected score report, 5. l 4 
Dare oftest administration, 13.!6 

Delays because of possible irregularities, 8.10 
Description and analysis of alternate hypotheses 

or explanations, 12. 19 
Exam retakes, 11.12 
Flagged rest scores, 9.5 
Format appropriate for recipient, l l.6, 12.91 

12.20, 13.14, 13.19, 15.11 
Gain scores, 13.17, 15.3 
Invalidation of score, 8.13 

Linguistically modified rests, 9.4 
Public reporting for groups, 7.8, l l.17-11.18, 

13.19, 15.11 

Request for review or revision of scores, 8.13 
Retention of individual data, 5.15, 8.6, l 5. ! 0 
Waiver of access, 8.9 

Score scales, 4.1-4.4. 4.9 
Age-equivalent scores, 4.1 
Criterion-referenced interpretation, 4. l-4.2, 4.9 
Derived scores, 4.1, 4.4, 4.9 

Forewarning of porentia.! specific misinrcrprera-
tions, 4.3 

Grade-equivalent scores, 4.1 
Norm-referenced interpretation, 4.1-4.2, 4.9 

Percencile ranks, 4.1 

Raw scori:s, 4. I. 4.4, 4.9 

Scandard score sci.le,, 4.1 
Scorers, 2.12, 3.22-3.24, 5.9, 6.7, 12.8, 13.10 

Accuracy, 3.24, 13. I 0 

Agreement, 3.24 

Feedback, 5.9 
LocaJ, 2.12, 3.22, 3.24 

Monitoring, 5.9 
Qualifications, 3.23, 6.7, 13.10 

Reliability, 3.23 
Retraining or dismissing, 5.9 

Scorer judgmenc, 3.24, 5.9 

Selecting, 3.23 
Training, 3.23, 12.8, 13.10 

Scores, types 

Composite scores, 1.12, 2.1, 2.7, 14.16 
Subscores, 1.12, 2.1 

Scoring criceria, 3.14, 5.9, 8.2, 12.1 l 
Scoring errors, 5.8, I I.I 0 
Scoring proceduri:s, 3.14, 5.1-5.2, 5.8-5.9 
Scoring rubrics, 3.23-3.24, 5.9 
Scoring services, 5.8, 6.12 

Screening, 11.5, 13.7. 14.1 

Screening in, 14.1 

Screening out, 14.1 
Seleaion, 2.14, 9.8, 14.8-14.9, 14.ll-14.12 

t.mployee, 14.8-14.9, 14.11-14.12 
Selection tests, l 3.8 

Comparing scores, 13.8 
Sdf-scored tests, 6.8 
Standard error of the difference scocc, 13.8, 13. I 7, 15.3 
Srandard error of the group mean, 2. I 9 

Variability due to measurement error, 2.19 
Variabiliry due to sampling, 2.19 

Standard errors of ability scores, 2.16 
Standard errors of equating functions, 4.11 
Standard errors of measurement, 2. l-2.3, 2.5, 2. l l-2.12, 

2.14, 6.5, 13.8, 14.15 
Conditional, 2.2 
Overall, 2.2 
Repeared-measuremencs approach, 2.15 

Srandard setting, 4. l 9-4.20 

Standardization, 3.20 
Srandards for ma.scery, 13.5 
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Structural equation modeling, 13.17, 15.3 
Student outcomes, 13.9 

Target do,ruun, 13.3 
Test batteries, 12.18 
Test content, 3.6, 7.3-7.4, 8.1 
Test design, 3.15, 7.3 
Test developer responsibilities, sec "Publisher 

mareria.ls/responsibilii:ies" 
Test development, 3.1-3.27, 4.19, 6.4, 7.4, 7.7, 7.10, 

9.6-9.7, 9.9, 10.1-10.7, 14.l 
Accommodations for individuals with disabili

ries, 10.l 

Comparabilicy of multiple-language versions, 
9.9 

Cut scores, 4.19 
Definition of domain, 3.2 
Definition of objective, 14. l 
Documrnration of procedures used to modify test, 

10.5 
Effecrs of disabilities on test performance, l 0.2 
ffiecrs of modifications for individuals with dis

abilicies, IO. 7 
Empirical procedures to esrablish time limits for 

modified forms, 10.6 
Item sdection, 3.6 

Linguistic or reading level, 7 .7 
Linguistically diverse subgroups, 9.6 
Pilot resting of modificarons for individuals with 

disabilities, 10.3 
Rationale for modifications, 10.4 
Response formats, 3.6 
Scale development procedures, 6.4 
Scoring procedun:.s1 3.G 
Sensitive: or offensive: concc:nc, 7A 
Tesc adminiscration procedures, 3.6 
Testing outcomes for examinee subgroups, 7.10 
Translations from one language to anorher, 9.7 

Test difficulcy, 3.3 
Test directions, 3.15 
Test forms, 3.16, 4.i0-4.15, 6.5, 7.2, 8.3, 9.4, 9.9, 10.1-
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10.8, 10.10-10.ll, 13.6, 13.17-13.18, 14.17 
Adapted version in secondary language, 9.4 
Alrernaie forms, 4.11, 7.2, 8.3, 14.17 
Computer administered, 13.18 
Equated forms, 4.11, 4.13, 6.5, 14.17 
Interchangeability, 4.10 
Mixing and distributing for equating studies, 4.12 
Modifications for individuals with disabilities, 

10.1-10.8, 10.10-10.11 
Multimedia, 13. 18 
Multiple-language versions, 8.3, 9.9 
Muldplc: versions &om rearrangc:menc of irc:ms, 

4.15 
Score equivalence, 4. 10-4. l l 

Short form, 3.16 
Test framework, 3.2 

Test information functions, 2.11 

INDEX 

Test interpretation, 2.2-2.3, 7.12, 12.1-12.5, 12.14-12.16, 
12.19-12.20, 13.4, 13.12-13.13, 15.4 

Observed, 2.3 
Test items, 3.6 

Conrenr quality, 3.6 
Sensirivicy to gender and cultural issues, 3.G 

Test modifica<ions, 2.18, 3.26, 5.1-5.3, 8.3, 9.4-9.5, 
9.11, 10.1-10.8, 10.1 I, 11.23 

Accommodations for individuals wich disabilirie.s, 
JO.I I, 11.23 

Appropriate for individual rest taker, 10.10 
Documentation, 5.2 
Documentation of procedures used to modify 

tesr, 10.5 
Effects on resulting scores, l 0. 7 
Flagged scores, 9.5, 10.11 
Individuals wirh disabilities, 10.2-10.3 
lnrerpreters, 9.11 
Linguistic modifications, 9.4-9.5, 11.23 

Pilot resting for appropriateness and feasibili,y, 10.3 
Psychometric expertise, 10.2 
Requesting and rc:cc:iving accommodations, 5.3. 

8.3, 10.1-10.2, 10.8 

Score comparability, 10.4 
Time limits, 10,6 

Test purpose:, sc:c: «Purpose: of cc:sc" 
Test revisions, 3.25-3.26, 4. 16 
Test score interpretation, see "Score: inrc:rprc:rationn 
Test security, 5.6-5.7, 11.7, 12.11, 13.11 
Test selection, 7.9, 7.11, 10.8, 12.2-12.3, 12.5, 12.6, 

12.13, 13.12 
Addressing comp!« diagnoses, 12.5 
Biases, 12.2 
Culture, 12.3 
Differential diagnosis, I 2.6 

Language and physical requirements, 12.3 
Modified forms, l 0.8 
Norms, 12.3 
Ruionale, l 2.13 
Test user qualifications, 12.5, 13.12 
Validiry for population of rest taker, 12.3 
Vested interest, 12.2 

Test smings, 12.8, 13.11 
Tesc specifications, 3.2-3.5, 3.7, 3.11, 3.14-3.17, 4.16, 

6.4, 7.9 
Changc:s from one: vc:rsion tO subsequc:m vc:rsion, 

4.16 
Characteristics, 7.9 
Consequences, 7.9 
Definition of content of resr, 3.3 
Definition of domain, 3.14, 3.17 
Development process, 3.3 
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INDEX 

Directions ro test takers, 3.3 
Information to policy makers, 7.9 
lcc:m and ~ction arrangc:ment, 3.3 

!tern formats, 3.3 
Procedures for test administration and scoring, 3.3 
Proposed number of items, 3.3 
Psychometric properties of items, 3.3 
R:itionale, 3.3 
Shon form, 3. l6 
Testing time, 3.3 

Test takers with disabilities, see "Testing individuals with 
disabilities" 

Test-raking behavior, I 2. l4 
Fatigue, 12.14 
Motivation, 12.14 
R:ipport, 12.14 
Responses, 12. 14 

Test taking strategies, 8.2, 11.13, 15.7, 15.9 
Negative impact in mandated resting programs, 

15.7, 15.9 
Test use, 1.19, 1.21, 1.23, 6.9, 6.15, 7.9-7.11, 9.5-9.6, 

10.5, 10.8, 10.11, 11.2-11.3, 14.4-14.5, 14.7, 14.9, 

15.10-15.11 
Consequences, 7.9 
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1 01:34:21  much narrower area, and I'd say the

2 01:34:25  representations in our seven-point digital rights

3 01:34:32  management plan were the primary mechanism that we

4 01:34:37  dealt with that particular concern of the

5 01:34:40  publishing industry.

6 01:34:41  BY MR. HUDIS:

7 01:34:46      Q.    Okay.  The last sentence on that page,

8 01:34:49  page 15 of Exhibit 55, it says:

9 01:34:51               "With the extensive input

10 01:34:54          from consumers, authors,

11 01:34:56          publishers and leading

12 01:34:57          organizations, we have created a

13 01:34:59          model for Bookshare that can be

14 01:35:01          supported by a broad array of

15 01:35:04          interests."

16 01:35:05            What model is this passage talking

17 01:35:08  about?

18 01:35:09            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Lacks

19 01:35:10  foundation.

20 01:35:14            THE WITNESS:  The Bookshare operational

21 01:35:17  model.

22 01:35:21  BY MR. HUDIS:

23 01:35:21      Q.    How would you describe the Bookshare

24 01:35:22  operational model?

25 01:35:24      A.    A package of technologies and policies
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1 01:35:27  and legal agreements and product features and -- I

2 01:35:33  mean, you know, it's a -- these things combined

3 01:35:38  create a service that delivers a value to people

4 01:35:46  with disabilities in a way that gets support from

5 01:35:48  these different stakeholders.

6 01:35:53      Q.    Including the publishing industry?

7 01:35:55      A.    Yes.

8 01:35:57      Q.    Could we turn to page 16 of Exhibit 55.

9 01:36:00            Under copyright information, it says:

10 01:36:02               "Bookshare is an online

11 01:36:04          library that provides accessible

12 01:36:06          eBooks to people with print

13 01:36:07          disabilities.  Bookshare meets the

14 01:36:09          requirements of the Chafee

15 01:36:09          Amendment which permits an

16 01:36:12          authorized entity like Benetech to

17 01:36:14          make books available to people

18 01:36:16          with print disabilities provided

19 01:36:17          that copies may not be reproduced

20 01:36:19          or distributed in a format other

21 01:36:21          than a specialized format

22 01:36:23          exclusively for use by blind or

23 01:36:25          other persons with disabilities.

24 01:36:27          Must bear a notice that any

25 01:36:32          further reproduction or
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1 01:36:33          distribution in a format other

2 01:36:35          than a specialized format is an

3 01:36:37          infringement.  Must include a

4 01:36:39          copyright notice identifying the

5 01:36:43          copyright owner and the date of

6 01:36:45          the original publication.

7 01:36:46          'Specialized formats' means

8 01:36:50          Braille, audio or digital text

9 01:36:53          which is exclusively intended for

10 01:36:54          use by blind or other persons with

11 01:36:56          disabilities."

12 01:36:59            All right.  So I've read this passage,

13 01:37:01  Mr. Fruchterman.

14 01:37:01      A.    Right.

15 01:37:01      Q.    Does this accurately describe the

16 01:37:03  overall way that Benetech makes reading materials

17 01:37:07  available to its members?

18 01:37:08            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

19 01:37:09  Misleading.

20 01:37:14            THE WITNESS:  I think that these bullet

21 01:37:16  points that you just read recapitulate the

22 01:37:19  provisions of the Chafee Amendment, which is the

23 01:37:23  primary copyright exception that we use for making

24 01:37:26  copyright material to people with qualifying

25 01:37:28  disabilities inside the United States.
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1 01:37:31  BY MR. HUDIS:

2 01:37:31      Q.    If we could go to page 17 of Exhibit 55.

3 01:37:36            What is the purpose of this page on

4 01:37:38  Bookshare's web site?

5 01:37:40            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Lacks

6 01:37:41  foundation.

7 01:37:44            THE WITNESS:  This is part of our,

8 01:37:45  essentially, frequently asked questions, and it's

9 01:37:49  entitled "Digital Millennium Copyright Act."

10 01:37:54            And so as a -- and I'm not a lawyer, but

11 01:37:58  my understanding is is someone who provides access

12 01:38:02  to copyrighted material online, we are required to

13 01:38:06  have a DMCA agent to accept notices that there is

14 01:38:12  content on our web site that infringes the

15 01:38:14  copyright of others.

16 01:38:17            We frequently get DMCA notices from

17 01:38:23  authors or their agents or publishers saying, We

18 01:38:26  searched the web.  This copyright work is on your

19 01:38:29  web site.  Take it down.

20 01:38:30            And this is both explaining the DMCA

21 01:38:36  notice process at some level, as well as the, more

22 01:38:40  or less, if you don't know what the Chafee

23 01:38:42  Amendment is, you should look it up because we're

24 01:38:47  allowed to have it.

25 01:38:48            But I'm summarizing this in very direct
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1 01:38:54  terms, because it's very rare for someone to issue

2 01:38:56  us a DMCA notice that results in us actually

3 01:39:01  taking down the work because it's usually legally

4 01:39:04  permitted under the copyright amendment.

5 01:39:05  BY MR. HUDIS:

6 01:39:06      Q.    The Chafee Amendment to the copyright?

7 01:39:07      A.    The Chafee Amendment.  Or often a

8 01:39:10  license from the author's publisher who gave us

9 01:39:12  the content, but the author and their agent

10 01:39:14  weren't aware this was one of the nice things that

11 01:39:17  their publisher did for their entire catalog of

12 01:39:21  books, not just that author.

13 01:39:23      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, could we turn to page

14 01:39:25  18 of Exhibit 55.

15 01:39:34            Is this text on page 18 Bookshare's

16 01:39:40  digital rights plan -- digital rights management

17 01:39:46  plan?

18 01:39:46      A.    This is the current or, let's just say,

19 01:39:49  last month's current -- but I don't believe it's

20 01:39:51  changed since last month -- version of our

21 01:39:53  seven-point digital rights management plan that we

22 01:39:56  have discussed earlier.

23 01:39:58      Q.    And what was the purpose of Bookshare

24 01:39:59  implementing this DRM plan?

25 01:40:04            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Lacks
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1 01:40:05  foundation.

2 01:40:11            THE WITNESS:  I would say that the

3 01:40:12  purpose of this was to represent to the

4 01:40:17  intellectual property industry, especially

5 01:40:19  publishers, that we were intending to follow the

6 01:40:22  law when it came to use of these materials.  So it

7 01:40:25  was created for that original conversation we had

8 01:40:27  with the publishing industry quite a number of

9 01:40:31  years ago.

10 01:40:31  BY MR. HUDIS:

11 01:40:32      Q.    And when you say "these materials,"

12 01:40:34  that's the copyrighted materials on the Bookshare

13 01:40:36  web site?

14 01:40:39            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Misstates

15 01:40:40  testimony.

16 01:40:42            THE WITNESS:  Yes.

17 01:40:43  BY MR. HUDIS:

18 01:40:43      Q.    Could we turn to page 19.

19 01:40:46      A.    Mh-hmm.

20 01:40:46      Q.    What's the purpose of this sign-up page?

21 01:40:52  That's page 19 of Exhibit 55.

22 01:40:54            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Lacks

23 01:40:55  foundation.

24 01:41:15            THE WITNESS:  This is a screen shot that

25 01:41:16  appears to be of the individual sign-up for
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1 01:41:22  Bookshare that is collecting data about a

2 01:41:24  potential user in order to start the process of

3 01:41:29  becoming a Bookshare member.

4 01:41:32  BY MR. HUDIS:

5 01:41:32      Q.    And at the bottom it says -- it has a

6 01:41:34  check box, and then you would sign your name or

7 01:41:36  its equivalent.

8 01:41:38            Do you see at the bottom?

9 01:41:39      A.    Yes.

10 01:41:39      Q.    And by doing so you're agreeing to the

11 01:41:42  terms and conditions of the Bookshare web site.

12 01:41:44            Do you see that?

13 01:41:45            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Is the -- the

14 01:41:49  question is whether or not he sees that check box?

15 01:41:53            MR. HUDIS:  Counsel, good.

16 01:41:55      Q.    Is the purpose of this check box to have

17 01:42:02  the user acknowledge that he or she is agreeing to

18 01:42:04  the terms and conditions of the Bookshare web

19 01:42:07  site?

20 01:42:08            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Lacks

21 01:42:09  foundation.

22 01:42:10            MR. HUDIS:  Thank you, Counsel.

23 01:42:13            THE WITNESS:  Yes.  I believe that that

24 01:42:14  check box and the filling in of your name

25 01:42:17  indicates that you're agreeing to the terms and
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1 01:42:19  conditions of our -- of our -- of our agreement,

2 01:42:22  of our Bookshare individual membership agreement.

3 01:42:25  BY MR. HUDIS:

4 01:42:25      Q.    And if you could turn to page 20 of

5 01:42:26  Exhibit 55.  Are those the terms and conditions of

6 01:42:31  the -- of the Bookshare web site?

7 01:42:34      A.    It appears to be our standard Bookshare

8 01:42:38  membership agreement of a recent date.

9 01:42:48            MR. HUDIS:  Counsel, same request.  Can

10 01:42:49  we stipulate this is a business record of

11 01:42:53  Benetech?

12 01:42:58            MR. KAPLAN:  Subject to your

13 01:42:59  representation that this is -- each page

14 01:43:04  represents a complete Snagit screen shot of a

15 01:43:07  particular web site or web page of the Benetech

16 01:43:12  web site, I believe so.

17 01:43:15            But can we go off the record for just a

18 01:43:18  second?

19 01:43:19            MR. HUDIS:  Yes.  I consent.  We can go

20 01:43:20  off the record.

21 01:43:21            THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Okay.  Going off the

22 01:43:21  record at 1:43.

23 01:43:40            (Discussion held off record.)

24 01:43:50            THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on the record at

25 01:43:51  1:43.
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1 01:43:53            MR. KAPLAN:  So subject to Counsel's

2 01:43:55  representation regarding the contents of this

3 01:43:57  exhibit, we stipulate to its authenticity as

4 01:44:03  select web pages from the Benetech web site.

5 01:44:06            MR. HUDIS:  All right.  Now, that's the

6 01:44:07  authenticity.  What about business record?  That

7 01:44:09  was what I was concerned about.  You stipulated to

8 01:44:14  the authenticity.  We do have -- I do --

9 01:44:20            MR. KAPLAN:  You want a stipulation that

10 01:44:22  the statements in here are not hearsay for the

11 01:44:25  purpose of --

12 01:44:27            MR. HUDIS:  For what they contain.

13 01:44:41            MR. KAPLAN:  I don't believe we can

14 01:44:42  stipulate that -- to that because, as far as I

15 01:44:45  know, we don't represent Benetech.

16 01:44:49  BY MR. HUDIS:

17 01:44:49      Q.    All right.  So if you could -- if,

18 01:44:52  Mr. Fruchterman, you could put Exhibit 55 back in

19 01:44:56  front of you.

20 01:44:58      A.    Yes.

21 01:44:58      Q.    All right.  So the pages on Exhibit 55,

22 01:45:02  I'm going to represent to you that they are Snagit

23 01:45:04  screen shots of the Bookshare web site.

24 01:45:08            So my question is are these pages items

25 01:45:11  of data compilations made by Benetech?
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1 03:03:29            MR. HUDIS:  No.  I'm having problems

2 03:03:30  with --

3 03:03:31            MR. KAPLAN:  Scrolling.

4 03:03:34            MR. HUDIS:  -- what was put down as your

5 03:03:34  answer.

6 03:03:41               (Record read by the reporter

7 03:03:41          as follows:

8 03:03:41               ANSWER:  As before, I would

9 03:03:41          change numbers that are based on

10 03:03:41          the date of this declaration.)

11 03:03:41  BY MR. HUDIS:

12 03:03:42      Q.    So which numbers would you change?

13 03:03:44            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

14 03:03:45            THE WITNESS:  Yeah.  Paragraph 1 -- 2 --

15 03:03:48  sorry, paragraph 2, I cite how many users, how

16 03:03:52  many books, what our monthly capacity is.  I would

17 03:03:58  update those to current figures.

18 03:03:59  BY MR. HUDIS:

19 03:03:59      Q.    So it would be more?

20 03:04:01      A.    Yes.

21 03:04:01            MR. KAPLAN:  Description.

22 03:04:02            THE WITNESS:  Sorry.

23 03:04:26            That's it.

24 03:04:27  BY MR. HUDIS:

25 03:04:27      Q.    Are paragraphs 4 through 12 of
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1 03:04:32  Exhibit 60 still today an accurate description of

2 03:04:36  Bookshare's seven-point digital rights management

3 03:04:40  plan?

4 03:04:40            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

5 03:04:47            THE WITNESS:  Yes.

6 03:04:49  BY MR. HUDIS:

7 03:04:50      Q.    If we could turn to paragraph 1, page 1,

8 03:04:53  of Exhibit 60.  You say:

9 03:04:55               "Based upon my experience

10 03:04:57          with the Bookshare online library

11 03:04:59          for people with print

12 03:05:00          disabilities, I believe that the

13 03:05:02          risk of online piracy or

14 03:05:04          unauthorized copying and

15 03:05:05          distribution of works made fully

16 03:05:07          available to individuals" --

17 03:05:09          "individuals with print

18 03:05:12          disabilities through the

19 03:05:13          HathiTrust is minimal."

20 03:05:17            What was the basis for this statement

21 03:05:19  that you made in paragraph 1?

22 03:05:23            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Confusing.  The

23 03:05:25  document speaks for itself.  Vague.

24 03:05:29            THE WITNESS:  My declaration explains

25 03:05:31  why, at length.
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1 03:05:34  BY MR. HUDIS:

2 03:05:34      Q.    Why is there no discussion of the

3 03:05:36  HathiTrust security measures in this declaration

4 03:05:39  of Exhibit 60?

5 03:05:44            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Argumentative.

6 03:05:47  Vague.

7 03:05:49            And I will instruct the witness not to

8 03:05:50  answer to the extent that it calls for privileged

9 03:05:54  communications or information protected by Rule 26

10 03:05:58  of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure.

11 03:06:01  BY MR. HUDIS:

12 03:06:01      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, first of all, will you

13 03:06:05  adhere to counsel's instructions?

14 03:06:07      A.    Yes.

15 03:06:07            MR. KAPLAN:  First --

16 03:06:08  BY MR. HUDIS:

17 03:06:08      Q.    And can you --

18 03:06:09            MR. KAPLAN:  Yeah.  Okay.

19 03:06:10  BY MR. HUDIS:

20 03:06:10      Q.    And can you answer my question without

21 03:06:13  revealing the substance of attorney-client

22 03:06:16  communications?

23 03:06:18      A.    No.

24 03:06:25      Q.    In making the statement "I believe that

25 03:06:29  the risk of online piracy or unauthorized copying
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1 03:06:33  and distribution of works made fully available to

2 03:06:35  individuals with print disabilities through the

3 03:06:39  HathiTrust is minimal," did you review the

4 03:06:42  security measures on the HathiTrust web site?

5 03:06:46            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

6 03:06:50            THE WITNESS:  Not beyond previously

7 03:06:52  discussed.

8 03:06:55  BY MR. HUDIS:

9 03:07:11      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, do you recall what the

10 03:07:13  outcome was in the HathiTrust litigation?

11 03:07:17            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Calls

12 03:07:18  for a legal conclusion.  Lacks foundation.

13 03:07:20            THE WITNESS:  I do.

14 03:07:20            MR. KAPLAN:  I'm sorry.  Scratch the

15 03:07:22  last objection.

16 03:07:24            THE WITNESS:  I do.

17 03:07:26  BY MR. HUDIS:

18 03:07:27      Q.    All right.  What -- and what was -- what

19 03:07:28  is your understanding of the outcome of the

20 03:07:30  HathiTrust litigation?

21 03:07:34      A.    That the motion for summary judgment by

22 03:07:38  the defendants was granted by the district court

23 03:07:46  judgment and upheld in an appellate court

24 03:07:51  decision.

25 03:07:57      Q.    And did you -- did you review the
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1 03:07:59  district court's opinion after it was issued?

2 03:08:04      A.    I did.

3 03:08:34            (Whereupon, Deposition Exhibit 61 was

4 03:08:34      marked for identification.)

5 03:08:40  BY MR. HUDIS:

6 03:08:41      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, I'd like you to turn to

7 03:08:45  page 4 of what's now been marked as Exhibit 61.

8 03:08:50  It is the district court's opinion in the Authors

9 03:08:52  Guild, Inc. versus HathiTrust, et al., reported at

10 03:08:58  902 F.Supp.2d 445 and the date of the decision is

11 03:09:02  October 10, 2012.

12 03:09:04            MR. KAPLAN:  Counsel, it's a Westlaw

13 03:09:06  printout.

14 03:09:07            MR. HUDIS:  Yes.

15 03:09:07            MR. KAPLAN:  Including Westlaw's

16 03:09:08  commentary and descriptions and additional

17 03:09:10  material that was not contained in the original

18 03:09:12  decision.

19 03:09:14            MR. HUDIS:  Noted.

20 03:09:17      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, could you please turn

21 03:09:19  to page 4 of the document.

22 03:09:22      A.    Yes.

23 03:09:23      Q.    And it says, under "Background,"

24 03:09:26  "Defendants"-- are you with me?

25 03:09:29      A.    Yes.
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1 03:09:30      Q.    All right.

2 03:09:31               "Defendants have entered into

3 03:09:31          agreements with Google Inc. that

4 03:09:33          allow Google to create digital

5 03:09:35          copies of works in the

6 03:09:38          universities' libraries in

7 03:09:39          exchange for which Google provides

8 03:09:41          digital copies to defendants, the

9 03:09:44          mass digitization product or MDP."

10 03:09:47            Was that your understanding of how the

11 03:09:49  HathiTrust library worked?

12 03:09:53            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

13 03:09:56  Confusing.

14 03:09:59            THE WITNESS:  Yes.  Generally.

15 03:10:01  BY MR. HUDIS:

16 03:10:01      Q.    All right.  If we could turn to page 5

17 03:10:03  of Exhibit 61.  At the top left-hand corner, it

18 03:10:10  says:

19 03:10:10               "After digitization, Google

20 03:10:11          retains a copy of the digital book

21 03:10:13          that is available through Google

22 03:10:14          Books, an online system through

23 03:10:17          which Google users can search the

24 03:10:19          content and view snippets of the

25 03:10:21          books.  Google also provides a
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1 05:30:02  away?

2 05:30:02      Q.    Soon.

3 05:30:03      A.    Or are these the only two I need to have

4 05:30:05  out now?

5 05:30:07      Q.    Those are the only two you have to have

6 05:30:09  out now.

7 05:30:18      A.    Okay.  I have those two documents in

8 05:30:19  front of me, Exhibit 55 and 60.

9 05:30:25      Q.    Okay.  So I would like to focus your

10 05:30:25  attention on -- in the supplemental declaration,

11 05:30:28  Exhibit 60, to pages 2 and 3, where you talk about

12 05:30:33  the digital rights management plan.

13 05:30:37      A.    Yes.

14 05:30:38      Q.    Okay.  And similarly, an explanation of

15 05:30:43  the DRM plan on page 18 of Exhibit 55.  And that's

16 05:31:04  the Bookshare web site.

17 05:31:13      A.    Okay.

18 05:31:13      Q.    During your review of Public.Resource's

19 05:31:16  web site, how did their web site compare with the

20 05:31:20  Bookshare web site in terms of employing a digital

21 05:31:23  rights management or DRM plan to protect the

22 05:31:27  digital copies of standards posted on

23 05:31:30  Public.Resource's web site from unauthorized

24 05:31:35  copying?

25 05:31:35            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Calls
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1 05:31:36  for a legal conclusion.  Confusing.

2 05:31:43            THE WITNESS:  I didn't find a DRM plan

3 05:31:45  in evidence on the Public.Resource.Org site.

4 05:31:52            MR. HUDIS:  I'd like to take a break for

5 05:33:18  five minutes.

6 05:33:19            THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Going off the record

7 05:33:20  at 5:33.

8 05:33:27            (Whereupon, a recess was taken.)

9 05:39:35            THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  Back on the record at

10 05:39:37  5:39.

11 05:39:38  BY MR. HUDIS:

12 05:39:40      Q.    Mr. Fruchterman, when you examined

13 05:39:44  Public.Resource's web site, you noticed a number

14 05:39:48  of standards that were hosted on that web site?

15 05:39:58      A.    Correct.

16 05:39:59            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.  Asked

17 05:40:00  and answered.

18 05:40:00  BY MR. HUDIS:

19 05:40:01      Q.    Did you notice any restrictions on the

20 05:40:02  ability of an Internet user to copy any of the

21 05:40:11  standards that you saw on Public.Resource's web

22 05:40:13  site?

23 05:40:14            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

24 05:40:17            THE WITNESS:  No.

25
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1 05:40:17  BY MR. HUDIS:

2 05:40:19      Q.    Did you notice any restrictions on the

3 05:40:20  ability of an Internet user to download any of the

4 05:40:28  standards hosted on the Public.Resource's web

5 05:40:31  site?

6 05:40:31            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

7 05:40:32            THE WITNESS:  No.

8 05:40:32  BY MR. HUDIS:

9 05:40:32      Q.    Did you notice any restrictions on the

10 05:40:35  ability of an Internet user to print any of the

11 05:40:37  standards hosted on the Public.Resource web site?

12 05:40:40            MR. KAPLAN:  Objection.  Vague.

13 05:40:41            THE WITNESS:  No.

14 05:40:43            MR. HUDIS:  Thank you, Mr. Fruchterman.

15 05:40:43  That's all I have.

16 05:40:46            THE WITNESS:  Okay.  Thank you.

17 05:40:52            MR. KAPLAN:  I have no questions at this

18 05:40:53  time.

19 05:40:53            THE WITNESS:  Okay.  Oh, that's right.

20 05:40:54  You get a chance, huh.

21 05:40:56            THE VIDEOGRAPHER:  This marks the end of

22 05:40:56  the deposition of James Fruchterman.  Going off

23 05:40:59  the record at 5:41.

24 05:41:00            (Whereupon, the deposition concluded

25 05:41:00      at 5:41 p.m.)
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1                 CERTIFICATE OF REPORTER

2             I, Kathleen A. Wilkins, Certified

3   Shorthand Reporter licensed in the State of

4   California, License No. 10068, hereby certify that

5   the deponent was by me first duly sworn, and the

6   foregoing testimony was reported by me and was

7   thereafter transcribed with computer-aided

8   transcription; that the foregoing is a full,

9   complete, and true record of proceedings.

10             I further certify that I am not of

11   counsel or attorney for either or any of the

12   parties in the foregoing proceeding and caption

13   named or in any way interested in the outcome of

14   the cause in said caption.

15             The dismantling, unsealing, or unbinding

16   of the original transcript will render the

17   reporter's certificates null and void.

18             In witness whereof, I have hereunto set

19   my hand this day:

20   _______ Reading and Signing was requested.

21   _______ Reading and Signing was waived.

22   ___X___ Reading and Signing was not requested.

23             _________________________

24             KATHLEEN A. WILKINS

25             CSR 10068, RPR-RMR-CRR-CCRR-CLR
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From: 
To: 
Sent: 
Subj.e-ct: 

Dear Carl Malamud, 

Jotm s. Neikirk 
• carl@mectia.org' 
12/16/201 3 11 :08:00 PM 
copyright infringement 

I am writing on behalf of the American Educational Research Association in regard to a copyrighted work, Standards 
for Educational and Psychological Testing. Without pennission, the volume is posted at the following url; 

https://law.reso urce. org/pub/us/cfr/ibr/001 /aera. standards.1999.pdf 

Please remove this unlawful posting immediately. 

Cordially , 

John Neikirk 
Director of Publications 
American Educational Research Association 
1430 K Street, NW, Suite 1200 
Washington. DC 20005 
202.238.3238 
jneikirk@aera .net 
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PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORO - A Nonprofit Corporation 

Open Source America's Operating System 
"It's Not Just A Good Idea-It's The Law!" i EXHIBIT , 

i M--cJ..e-..lM-~ 

I 4o 
a. ,;s-( \ z-l t < 

December 19, 2013 

John Neikirk 
Director of Publications 
American Educational Research Association 
1430 K Street, NW, Suite 1200 
Washington, DC 2005 

Dear Mr. Neikerk 

I am receipt of your communication of December 16 regarding the publication of the 
AERA publication, "Standard for Educational and Psychological Testing" (1999) at 
https :/ / law.resource.org/pub/us/cfr / ibr /001/aera.standards.1999.pdf. We are 
responsible for uploading this document. In addition, you will find this document at 
https: //archive.erg/ details/ gov.law.aera. standards.1999. 

The 1999 Edition of "Standard for Educational and Psychological Testfng" was 
Incorporated by Reference by the Department of Education, Office of Postsecondary 
Education , at 34 CFR 668.148(a)(l)(iv). Incorporation by reference is not a casuat affair 
and requi res a carefully followed procedure by the governmental agency and the 
explicit approval of the Director of the Office of the Federal Register. 

As this standard has been incorporated into law, the standard contained in this 
document is the law of the United States, and people in the United States are 
compelled to obey it. Long-standing precedent of the United States Supreme Court 
holds that copyright claims cannot prevent ci tizens from reading and speaking the law. 
See Wheaton v. Peters, 33 U.S. 591 (1834); Banks v. Manchester, 128 U.S. 244 (1888). 

While the standards drafted by the American Educational Research Association, were 
entitled to copyright protection when issued, once they were incorporated into 
regulations these standards became the law, and thus have entered the. public domain. 
Chief Judge Edith H. Jones of the 5t h Circuit expressed this prlndple dearly fn her 
opin ion in Vee.ck v. Southern Building Code Congress, which concerned a model 
building code incorporated in the law of two Texas towns : 

carl@media. org 

"The issue in this en bane· case is the extent to which a private organization may 
assert copyright protection for its model codes, after the models have been 
adopted by a legislative. body and become "the law." Specifically, may a code-

1005 GRAVENSTEIN HIGHWAY NORTH, SEBASTOPOL, CALIFORNIA 9S41Z • P H: (707 ) 827-7290 • rx: (701) 821)-0104 

JA.2463 AERA_APA_NCME_00051ZT 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 159 of 517



Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-46   Filed 12/21/15   Page 3 of 3

JA2464

Letter to AERA, Page 2 

writing organization prevent a website operator from posting the text of a 
model code where the code is identified simply as the building code of a city 
that enacted the model code as law? Our short answer is that as law, the model 
codes enter the public domain and are not subject to the copyright holder's 
exclusive prerogatives. As model codes, however, the organization's works 
retain their protected status." 293 F.3d 791 (5th Cir. 2002) (en bane). 

As you can see by looking at the document in question, a cover sheet has been 
prepended clearly spelling out the section of the Code of Federal Regulations that has 
incorporated by reference this document into law. Please note that we were careful to 
only publish the specific document incorporated by law. As the 1999 Edition is the one 
required by law and as it has been duly incorporated into law, we respectfully decline 
to remove this document and respectfully decline to request permission. 

Sincerely yours, 

Carl Malamud 

Digitally signed by Carl 
Malamud 
DN: cn=Carl Malamud, 
o=Public.Resource.Org 
;·ou, 
email=carl@:media.org, 
c=LJs 
Date: 2013.12.19 
10:34:04 --08'00' 
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PUBLIC.RESOURCE. ORG - A Nonprofit Corporation 

Public Works for a Better Government 

Re: American Educational Research Association., Inc. et al v. 
Publ ic.Resource.Org, Inc., No. l:14- cv-00857 

This memorandum is in reference to the lawsuit named above, which concerns the 
document entitled "Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" which was 
duly incorporated by the Office of the Federal Register into the Code of Federal 
Regulations and specifically in response to the stated intention to fi le a preliminary 
injunction motion. 

Public.Resource.Org believes firmly that because the document in question has been 
expl icitly incorporated Into federal law, it has the right to post it on its website, and 
that it will prevail in this case. Public Resource also believes that this case deserves the 
court's fullest consideration, without a rush to reach an interim ruling in the absence 
of a full record. 

In order to focus this case on developing an appropriate record for a decision on the 
merits, Public.Resource.Org has voluntarily removed the document in question from 
the websites under its control and has removed the document from all public access 
on the Internet Archive. 

Until the concl usion of trial on the merits in this case, Public.Resource.Org will keep 
the document in question off of the websites under its control and will not disseminate 
the document, in whole or in part, including any revisions, and will maintain the status 
on the Internet Archive to prevent any public access to the document from the 
Arch ive's websites. 

Public.Resource.Org believes that th is action obviates any need for plaintiffs to rush 
the court to a judgment on a partial record of thei r own selection without a fu ll 
opportunity for all parties to develop the facts and issues of the case for trial. 

Carl Malamud, President and Founder 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ) 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN ) 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC., ) 
and NATIONAL COUNCIL ON ) 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION, INC., ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
~ ) 

) 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORO, INC., ) 

) 
Defendant. ) ________________ ) 

I, MARIANNE ERNESTO, declare: 

Civil Action No. I :14-cv-00857-CRC 

DECLARATION OF MARIANNE 
ERNESTO IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND ENTRY 
OF A PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

1. I am the Director, Testing and Assessment, at the American Psychological 

Association, Inc. ("APA"). I have been employed with the APA since May 2001. I submit this 

Declaration in support of the motion of the American Educational Research Association, Inc. 

("AERA"), the APA, and the National Council on Measurement in Education, Inc. ("NCME") 

(collectively, "Plaintiffs" or the "Sponsoring Organizations") for a summary judgment and the 

entry of a permanent injunction. 

2. In my role as Director, Testing and Assessment, I serve as APA's primary 

authority on all matters that relate to testing and assessment. This subject matter includes 

educational testing, clinical assessment, forensic testing and employment testing. I advocate on 

behalf of APA in matters involving federal or state legislative, regulatory or other policy issues 

concerning testing and assessment. I coordinate APA's involvement in testing issues in matters 

such as governance, executive boards, and managerial bodies. I also manage APA's responses to 

internal, public, member and media inquiries regarding testing issues in a manner that is 

consistent with the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (the "Standards"). I 
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advise, counsel and oversee the activities of the AP A's Science Directorate (and in particular its 

Office of Testing and Assessment) on policy and governance issues related to testing and 

assessments. I further serve as staff liaison to the APA's Committee on Psychological Tests and 

Assessment ("CPTA"). Since 2001, I have served as APA's primary contact for information 

concerning the availability and interpretation of the Standards published in 1999, and more 

recently I have done so regarding the updated Standards published in 2014. 

3. APA is a District of Columbia not-for-profit corporation. 

4. APA is the largest scientific and professional organization representing 

psychology in the United States. APA is the world's largest association of psychologists and 

counts a vast number of researchers, educators, clinicians, consultants and students among its 

members. APA's mission is to advance the creation, communication and application of 

psychological knowledge to benefit society and improve people's lives. 

5. In 1954, APA prepared and published the "Technical Recommendations for 

Psychological Tests and Diagnostic Techniques." It is my understanding that in 1955 AERA and 

NCME prepared and published a companion document entitled, "Technical Recommendations 

for Achievement Tests." 

6. Subsequently, a joint committee of the three organizations modified, revised and 

consolidated the two documents into the first Joint Standards. Beginning with the 1966 revision, 

the three organizations (AERA, APA and NCME) collaborated in developing the "Joint 

Standards" (or simply, the "Standards"). Each subsequent revision of the Standards has been 

careful to cite the previous Standards and note that it is a revision and update of that document. 

7. Beginning in the mid-1950s, AERA, APA, and NCME formed and periodically 

reconstituted a committee of experts in psychological and educational assessment, charged with 
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the initial development of the Technical Recommendations and then each subsequent revision of 

the (renamed) Standards. These committees were formed by the Plaintiffs' Presidents (or their 

designees), who would meet and jointly agree on the membership. Often a chair or co-chairs of 

these committees were selected by joint agreement. Beginning with the 1966 version of the 

Standards, this committee became referred to as the "Joint Committee." 

8. Financial and operational oversight for the Standards' revisions, promotion, 

distribution, and for the sale of the 1999 and 2014 Standards has been undertaken by a 

periodically reconstituted Management Committee, comprised of designees of the three 

Sponsoring Organizations. 

9. All members of the Joint Committee(s) and the Management Committee(s) are 

unpaid volunteers. The expenses associated with the ongoing development and publication of 

the Standards include travel and lodging expenses (for the Joint Committee and Management 

Committee members), support staff time, printing and shipment of bound volumes, and 

advertising costs. 

10. Many different fields of endeavor rely on assessments. The Sponsoring 

Organizations have ensured that the range of these fields of endeavor is represented in the Joint 

Committee's membership - e.g., admissions, achievement, clinical counseling, educational, 

licensing-credentialing, employment, policy, and program evaluation. Similarly, the Joint 

Committee's members, who are unpaid volunteers, represent expertise across major functional 

assessment areas - e.g., validity, equating, reliability, test development, scoring, reporting, 

interpretation, and large scale interpolation. 

11. From the time of their initial creation to the present, the preparation of and 

periodic revisions to the Standards entail intensive labor and considerable cross-disciplinary 

- 3 -
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expertise. Each time the Standards are revised, the Sponsoring Organizations select and arrange 

for meetings of the leading authorities in psychological and educational assessments (known as 

the Joint Committee). During these meetings, certain Standards are combined, pared down, 

and/or augmented, others are deleted altogether, and some are created as whole new individual 

Standards. The 1999 version of the Standards is nearly 200 pages and took more than five years 

to complete. 

12. The Standards, however, are not simply intended for members of the Sponsoring 

Organizations, AERA, AP A, and NCME. The intended audience of the Standards is broad and 

cuts across audiences with varying backgrounds and different training. For example, the 

Standards also are intended to guide test developers, sponsors, publishers, and users by providing 

criteria for the evaluation of tests, testing practices, and the effects of test use. Test user 

standards refer to those standards that help test users decide how to choose certain tests, interpret 

scores, or make decisions based on tests results. Test users include clinical or industrial 

psychologists, research directors, school psychologists, counselors, employment supervisors, 

teachers, and various administrators who select or interpret tests for their organizations. There is 

no mechanism, however, to enforce compliance with the Standards on the part of the test 

developer or test user. The Standards, moreover, do not attempt to provide psychometric 

answers to policy or legal questions. 

13. The Standards apply broadly to a wide range of standardized instruments and 

procedures that sample an individual's behavior, including tests, assessments, inventories, scales, 

and other testing vehicles. The Standards apply equally to standardized multiple-choice tests, 

performance assessments (including tests comprised of only open-ended essays), and hands-on 

assessments or simulations. The main exceptions are that the Standards do not apply to 

-4-
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unstandardized questionnaires (e.g., unstructured behavioral checklists or observational forms), 

teacher-made tests, and subjective decision processes (e.g., a teacher's evaluation of students' 

classroom participation over the course of a semester). 

14. The Standards have been used to develop testing guidelines for such activities as 

college admissions, personnel selection, test translations, test user qualifications, and computer

based testing. The Standards also have been widely cited to address technical, professional, and 

operational norms for all forms of assessments that are professionally developed and used in a 

variety of settings. The Standards additionally provide a valuable public service to state and 

federal governments as they voluntarily choose to use them. For instance, each testing company, 

when submitting proposals for testing administration, instead of relying on a patchwork of local, 

or even individual and proprietary, testing design and implementation criteria, may rely instead 

on the Sponsoring Organizations' Standards to afford the best guidance for testing and 

assessment practices. 

15. The Standards were not created or updated to serve as a legally binding document, 

in response to an expressed governmental or regulatory need, nor in response to any legislative 

action or judicial decision. However, the Standards have been cited in judicial decisions related 

to the proper use and evidence for assessment, as well as by state and federal legislators. These 

citations in judicial decisions and during legislative deliberations occurred without any lobbying 

by the Plaintiffs. 

16. During the discovery phase of this litigation, APA located in its archives 

correspondence relating to APA's support for proposed legislation sought to be introduced in 

2001 by Senator Paul Wellstone (D-MN) on Fairness and Accuracy in High Stakes Educational 

Decisions for Students - a suggested amendment to the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 

- 5 -
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("No Child Left Behind Act") 147 Cong. Rec. S. 4,644 (daily ed. May 9, 2001). 

17. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit NN is a true copy of a signed 

correspondence between Ellen Garrison Ph.D. and Patricia Kobor of APA and Ms. Jill 

Morningstar, Legislative Assistant to U.S. Senator Paul Wellstone dated April 7, 2000, marked 

as Exhibit 1109 during my deposition. 

18. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit 00 is a true copy of an unsigned 

correspondence between Ellen Garrison Ph.D. and Patricia Kobor of APA and Ms. Jill 

Morningstar, Legislative Assistant to U.S. Senator Paul We.llstone dated April 7, 2000, marked 

as Exhibit 1110 during my deposition. 

19. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit PP is a true copy of a signed 

correspondence between Patricia Kobor and Ellen Garrison, Ph.D. of APA and Ms. Jill 

Morningstar, Legislative Assistant to U.S. Senator Paul Wellstone dated April 13, 2000, marked 

as Exhibit 11 11 during my deposition. 

20. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit QQ is a true copy of an unsigned 

correspondence between Raymond D. Fowler, Ph.D. of APA and an unnamed Senator dated 

May 7, 2001, marked as Exhibit 1114 during my deposition. 

21. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit RR is a true copy of an unsigned 

correspondence between L. Michael Honaker, Ph.D. of APA and an unnamed Senator dated 

March 6, 2001, marked as Exhibit 1115 during my deposition. 

22. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit SS is a true copy of a document 

containing "Highlights of APA's Involvement in Educational Testing Provisions of the 'No 

Child Left Behind Act"' that also contains an unsigned correspondence to an unnamed Senator 

dated May 7, 2001, marked as Exhibit 1116 during my deposition. 

- 6 -
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23. As noted above, many of these letters are unsigned and are not printed on AP A 

letterhead. Therefore, in accordance with AP A practices and protocols, it is likely that the 

unsigned letters (not printed on letterhead) were internal discussion drafts that were never sent. 

24. Regarding the signed letters that were printed on AP A letterhead, they relate to 

Senator Wellstone's proposed legislation that tests and assessments administered by the states 

are of high quality and used appropriately for the benefit of test administrators and test takers. 

These are goals that are consistent with AP A policy as then reflected in the 1999 Standards. 

Even though Senator Wellstone's amendments sought, in part, to mandate states' compliance 

with the Standards, none of the Sponsoring Organizations actively advocated for this - and in 

any event Senator Wellstone's proposed amendment including this language was never enacted 

into law. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit TT is a true copy of 20 U.S.C. § 6301, 

which is the current version of the legislation Senator Wellstone sought to amend. 

25. APA's search of its records did not disclose any further communications with 

Congress relating to the Standards and, to the best of AP A's knowledge, it has not engaged in 

communications with Congress regarding citation of the Standards in legislation since 2001. 

26. AP A has not solicited any government agency to incorporate the Standards into 

the Code of Federal Regulations or other rules of Federal or State agencies. 

27. Rather, in the policymaking arena, APA believes the Standards should be treated 

as guidelines informing the enactment of legislation and regulations consistent with best 

practices in the development and use of tests - to insure that they are valid, reliable and fair. 

28. Plaintiffs promote and sell copies of the Standards via referrals to the AERA 

website, at annual meetings, in public offerings to students, and to educational institution faculty. 

Advertisements promoting the Standards have appeared in meeting brochures, in scholarly 

-7 -
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journals, and in the hallways at professional meetings. Accompanying this Declaration as 

Exhibit UU is a true copy of an advertisement for the 1999 Standards that appeared in the 

December 1999 issue of APA's Journal of Educational Psychology. 

29. Distribution of the Standards is closely monitored by the Sponsoring 

Organizations. AERA, the designated publisher of the Standards, sometimes does provide 

promotional complementary print copies to students or professors. Except for these few 

complementary print copies, however, the Standards are not given away for free; and certainly 

they are not made available to the public by any of the three organizations for anyone to copy 

free of charge. 

30. To date, the Sponsoring Organizations have never posted, or authorized the 

posting of, a digitized copy of the 1999 Standards on any publicly accessible website. 

31. The Sponsoring Organizations do not keep any of the revenues generated from the 

sales of the Standards. Rather, the income from these sales is used by the Sponsoring 

Organizations to offset their development and production costs and to generate funds for 

subsequent revisions. This allows the Sponsoring Organizations to develop up-to-date, high 

quality Standards that otherwise would not be developed due to the time and effort that goes into 

producing them. 

32. Without receiving at least some moderate income from the sales of the Standards 

to offset their production costs and to allow for further revisions, it is very likely that the 

Sponsoring Organizations would no longer undertake to periodically update them, and it is 

unknown who else would. 

33. Due to the relative minor portion of the membership of APA who devote their 

careers to testing and assessment_. it is highly unlikely that the members of APA will vote for a 

- g -
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dues increase to fund future Standards revision efforts if Public Resource successfully defends 

this case and is allowed to post the Standards online for the public to download or print for free. 

As a result, the Sponsoring Organizations would likely abandon their practice of periodically 

updating the Standards. 

34. The Joint Committee that authored the 1999 Standards comprised 16 members. 

Except for Manfred Meier (who could not be located, nor could his heirs), work made-for-hire 

letters were signed by 13 Joint Committee Members, and posthumous assignments were signed 

by the heirs of 2 deceased Joint Committee Members, vesting ownership of the copyright to the 

1999 Standards in the Sponsoring Organizations. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibits 

VV-HHH are the 13 work made-for-hire letters signed by Eva Baker, Lloyd Bond, Daniel Goh, 

Bert Green, Edward Haertel, Jo-Ida Hansen, Suzanne Lane, Sharon Johnson-Lewis, Joseph 

Matarazzo, Pamela Moss, Esteban Olmedo, Diana Pullin, and Paul Sackett, marked as Exhibits 

1065, 1069, 1071, 1072, 1075, 1078, 1082, 1085, 1086, 1089, 1090, 1091, and 1094 during my 

deposition. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibits III and JJJ are the posthumous 

assignments signed by the heirs of Leonard S. Feldt and Charlie Spiel berger, marked as exhibits 

1070 and 1097 during my deposition. 

35. Public Resource posted Plaintiffs' 1999 Standards to its website and the Internet 

Archive website without the permission or authorization of any of the Sponsoring Organizations. 

36. Past harm from Public Resource's infringing activities includes misuse of 

Plaintiffs' intellectual property without permission. 

3 7. Should Public Resource's infringement be allowed to continue, the harm to the 

Sponsoring Organizations, and public at large who rely on the preparation and administration of 

valid, fair and reliable tests, includes: (i) uncontrolled publication of the 1999 Standards without 
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any notice that those guidelines have been replaced by the 2014 Standards; (ii) future 

unquantifiable loss of revenue from sales of authorized copies of the 1999 Standards (with 

proper notice that they are no longer the current version) and the 2014 Standards; and (iii) lack of 

funding for future revisions of the 2014 Standards and beyond. 

Dated: December 6, 2015 
Marianne Ernesto 
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AMERICAN . 
EDUC.A_ :r_ IONA L 

. RESEARCH __ 
AS.SOCIATION NCME~ 

April 21, 2014 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testfng: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association ("APA") and the National Council on Measurement in Education ("NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work. entitled Standards for Educatronal and Psychological Testing" (the "Standards"). Since its 
publication in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
format any and all other formats t hen known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming In this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscrlpt(s) or review(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still ls considered a "work made for hire" within the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire'' you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all right, title and 
interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and atl uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, Including but not llmlted to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, in advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of t he formats in which such use occurs. 

5, Your contribut ions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material in the public domain or used with the permission of the owner), did not and does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or Infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It I$ specifically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothing 
herein is intended or shall be deerned to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 

JA2478 AERA_APA_NCME_0004708 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sfgn and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@apa.org, 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AME RICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

Date: 4/24/14 

JA2479 
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Fi ERA' ' i\ME:RICAN A ,,, EOUCATIONAL 

RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION NC.ME~ 

April 21, 2014 

Dear Member of the Joint Comrnittee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Associat1on ('1AERA11
) 1 the American 

Psychological Association (''APA") and the National Council on Measurement in Education {"NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders In the educational research, 
psychdlogy and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educ.itional and Psychological Testing" (the ''Standards''). Since its 

publication in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or review(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers In advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
.ippeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of Its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still is considered a "work made for hire" within the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a ''work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all right, title and 
Interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, In advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of the formats in which such use occurs. 

5. Yolir contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material In the public domain or used with the permission of the owner), did not and does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is specifically understood and Intended that you are an lndependent contractor, and nothing 
herein is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers, 

JA2481 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN £0UCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

AERA APA NCME 0031487 - - -
JA2482 
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April 21, 2014 

AMcR1e,,,N 
Psrc,-.01.oc;,cAt 
ASSOCIA:10N 

f l O 7 I 
f 

NCME_~=i:,------

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association ("APA") and the National Council on Measurement in Education ("NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" (the "Standards"). Since its 

publication in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delfvered manuscript(s) or review(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still ls considered a ''work made for hire" within the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the e)(tent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all right, title and 
interest in and to the Standards. 

3, Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, Including but not flmlted to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs1 DVDs, etc.), the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, in advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of the formats in which such use occurs. 

5. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material in the public domain or used with the permission of the owner), did not and does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is specifically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothing 
herein is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

Date: __ q_' _-_3_-----"2.=-"-IJ __ J_4 __ 

AERA_APA_NCME_0031460 
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April 21, 2014 

AMERICAN 
EDUC.llTIONAL 
RUUJtCH 
ASSOCIATION 

AMf.l!l(A·. 

PSYCHOLOGICAl 

ASSOCIATION 

Dear Member of thfl_J_ojnt Coll_lml~ee to Re\lised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psyclrologlco/ 
Testing: 

In 1998 and i999, we, the American Ed1,1cational R!!search Association {"AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association (''APAn) and the National Council on Meas!,lrement In Education (HNCME"), 
{e91lectlvely, the "Publishers"), commissioned you anl other leaders in the educatfonal research, 
psychology·_aod ~ducatlonal testing fields to contribute Information, materials.and acumen tp the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and.Psychological TestinS- :(the ~Standards"). Since Its 
p4blication in 199~, the Publishers had and still have tbe right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
format an~ d all other formats then known, now k11own or hereafter to become know.n, We are 
conflrmlng-irphis letter t~at you accept~ this assignment subj~g..t_Q-lh.~ fol_l.Qwlng t~rms_ and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or revlew(s) of manuscr1pt{s) within the-time period established by 
Publishers, You were reimbursed-for reasonable expenses In connection-with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in.advance, upon vour submission of receipts. Vour name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of Its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standiirds upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and. all contributions that you made toward completicm 
and publication of the:Standards; was and still ·is considered a "wqrk made for hire" within the meaning 
of'tne _V_oited.St~es ~PW&b!·~ws.. ang !_haHhe ?ubJis!lf!ri.._QWf! ajj_ rjgh~Jltl~~Qft[pf ere$i y, ao_d to the 
copyrlght·frf the Standards, Jo the e><tent th'at the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a.nwork 
made for- hlr~' you-tier.eby assign nunt pro tune (now for then) to the Pu611shers an right, title.and 
interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly,_the Publishers may aJso use the Standards for any and all uses and productsi In.any 
and all form~ts now-known or hereaftertobecome known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard'storage media {e.g., CDs;, DVDs, etc'.), -the Jnternet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the r ight to use your name in the Standards, In advertising and 
promotion relat~d to the-Stan~ards, and in-any ang all ancillary _products rela~e~ !9·the _Stan9~rds 
regardfess of the formats in wnlch such use-occurs. 

S. Your contri_bytions to tl:ie Stan(lards were wholly original materiaf not published elsewhere 
{except for material in the-public domain or, used with the permission of the owner), did not and does 
no_t infringe any copyright, an~ did nqt and_ does n~t consti~ute ~·def~fJlation, or invasiotj of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any thtrd party. 

6L It Ls-sp~c,ificc1lly un~~rstood ,11.d intended that-you are an independent cootr..a.ctQr, and nothing 
he.rein is intended or sllall b~ deem eo..,..to make you an e,:nployee of any qf the Publishers. 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and .Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN P5YCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

E.£ ... .../ Jl.._t/ 
Date: II-pt,'/ , I, '2.t:> I'{ 
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April 21, 2014 

AMERICAN 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESEARCH 
AS.llOCIATION 

AMERICAN 
PSYCHOLOGICAL 
ASSOCtATION NCME~ 

.Dear .Member of the Joint Committee to Revise/ the 1985 Standardsfr;,r Educotlonol arid Psychological 
Testing: ----. 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"}, the American 
Psychologl~al Association ("APA") and the National Council.on Measure~en~ in Education. ("NCME"t 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned° you ancf other leaders lo the educational research, 
psychology a_nd educatio_nal testi_ng fi~lds to contribute inform~tion, J'!'laterials arid acumen to the· 
coltectlve work entltled Standards for Educatronal and Psychological Testing" (the."Standards"). S1nce its 
publication in 1999, the _p1,1blishers had ~nc;l-still haye _the right rouse the Standards .1~ P.rint, electronl.c 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter. to become known. We are 

' confirming ln this letter that you accepted t~ls ~s~lgn.!'l)ent su~jec~ ti;, the fo_llowlng term~ and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered tnanuscript(s) or review(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were·relmbursed for reasqnable exp.ense_s in connection with yqur work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contr ibutors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon-Its publication. 

2. You acknowledge· that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards; was and still is consid_ered a "work made for hire" within the meaning 
of the·United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a ·,1work
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publ,she'rs all right, title and 
interest in aod to the St~ndards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, Including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), th~ Internet and on line services. 

4. You have granted tne Publisf\ers the right to use your n_ame In the St~ndards, in adver,tislng and. 
promotion related to the Standards, ·and In any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless ot the tormats .. in which sucli use occurs. . . 

S. Your contrf~utiops to. the Standards were wholly o_riginal material not published elsewhere 
(except for. material irith~.P.U~lic domain or used with the permissi~n of the owner)! did not and does 
oot infringe ilnY copyrignt, and, did .not and dQes flOt ~!JJlStitu\e a. d~fcimation, or invas_ion of the right of 
privacy dr publicity, or infring_ement of any other kind,:of any third pa~. 

6. It is specifically understood and Intended that you are an Independent contractor, and nothing 
her_ein is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any qf the Publls.hers. 
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If the foregoing accurateiy sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this. 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American . ' . . . ' -
Psychological Association, at mernesto@apa.org, 

Sincerel_y, 

AMERICAN. EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLO_GJCAL AS$0CIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION . -

Accepted and Agreed: 
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April 211 2014 

AMER.ICAN 
EDUCATIONAL 
~£S!ARCH 
ASSOCIATION 

/.v,l$Rl(.Al-i! 
P$'1'Ci'IOLOQK;ll,l 
ASt.O<:JA':'ION 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised t he 1985 Standards for iEducational and Psychological 
Testing: 

ffi 

fn 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Association (l'AERA'•), the American 
Psychological Association {"APAil} and the National council on Measurement in Education ("NCME"), 
(collectively, t he "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders in t he educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testling" (the "Standards"). Since its 
publlcatlon in 19991 the Publishers had and still have the right to use the Standards in prfnt electronic 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming In this letter that you accepted this assignment subject 1o the following terms ancf 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscrfpt(s) or review(s) ofmanuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your _work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submisslcin of recelpts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon Its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions thaty,::iu made'toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and stlll ls considered a "work made for hire" within t he meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and t hat the Publishers own all right, title and interest In ahd to the 
copyright In t he Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a ''work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to t he Publishers alt right, title and 
interest in and to the Standards. -

3, Accordingly, the PubUshers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, In any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc,), the Internet and online ·services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, in odvertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regard less of the formats in which such use occurs. 

5. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material in the public domain or used with the permission of t;he owner), did not and does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind1 of any third party, 

6. rt is specifically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothing 
herein is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any oif the Publishers. 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
let ter v ia e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Of rector, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at 1nemesto@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESl:ARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 
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April 2 I, 2014 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research 
Association ("AERA"). the American Psychological Association 
("APA") and the National Council on Measurement in 
Education ("NCME"), (collectively, the "Publishers"), 
commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute 
info1111ation, materials and acumen to the collective work 
entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" 
(the "Standards''). Since its publication in 1999, the Publishers 
had and still have the right to use the Standards in print, 
electronic format any and all other formats then known, now 
known or hereafter to become known. We are confirming in this 
letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following 
terms and conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or review(s) of 
manuscript(s) within the time period established by Publishers. 
You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection 
with your work on the Standards, if approved by the Publishers 
in advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were 
one of its contributors, and you received a free copy of the 
Standards upon its pub I ication. 
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2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and a11 
contributions that you made toward completion and publication 
of the Standards, was and still is considered a '4work made for 
hire,. within the meaning of the United States copyright laws, 
and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to 
the copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards 
were not or are not deemed to be a ''work made for hire" you 
hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all 
right, title and interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards 
for any and all uses and products, in any and all formats now 
known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited 
to print, recorded on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), 
the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your 
name in the Standards, in advertising and promotion related to 
the Standards, and in any and al 1 ancillary products related to the 
Standards regardless of the formats in which such use occurs. 

5. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original 
material not published elsewhere (except for material in the 
public domain or used with the permission of the owner), did not 
and does not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not 
constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of privacy or 
publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is specifical1y understood and intended that you are an 
independent contractor, and nothing herein is intended or shall 
be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 
lf the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please 
sign and date, then scan and return this letter via e-mail 
attachment to Marianne E111esto, Director, Testing and 
Assessment, American Psychological Association, at 

AERA_APA_NCME_0031457 
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Sincerely, 

,,/· , .,. 

' /:: ( J( 
·' lf,;t (I / ~-~:,.('.,"· t < ~ ' ,A ' • 

;/ 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATLON 

NATlONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN 
EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agrc:cd; 

JA2502 
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April 21, 2014 

AMERICAN 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESEARCH , 
-'SSOCIATION 

At"6f1C.v,; 
~OlO lt:,, L 
~t(XU.llON 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association ("APA'') and the National Council on Measurement in Education (''NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" (the "Standards"). Since its 
publication in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the right to us~ the Standards in print, electronic 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the followrng terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or revrew(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your hame 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still is considered a "work made for hire" within the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then} to the Publishers all right, title and 
interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, in advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of the formats In which such use occurs. 

5. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material in the public domain o r used with the permission of the owner}, did not and does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is specifically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothrng 
herein is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 

EXHIBIT 
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If the fo regoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Assoclatiol'I, at mernesto@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Date: Aprll 28, 2014 

AERA_APA_NCME_00047'14 
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AMOIICAH 
ll>UCAhONa 
RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATIO,C NCME= 

April 21, 2014 

Dear Mettiber of the.Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychologlcol 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 19991 we, the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association ("APA11

) and the Natio.nal Council on Measurement in fdµcation (''NCME''), 
(collectively, the "Publishers''), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testfng fields to contribute Information, materials and.acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" (the "Standards"), Since 
its publ!cation In 1999., the Publishers had and stlll have the right ta use the Standards in print, 
electronic format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We 
are confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

l. You delivered manuscript(s) or review(s) of manuscript($) within the t ime period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work oo the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your subn,Jssion of receipts. Yo1.1r name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
receiyed a free copy of the Standards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still is consldered,a ''work made for hire" Witbin the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire" lfOU hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all ~ight, tttle and 
interest In and to the Standards. · 

3. Accordingly, the Publis~ers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and afl formats now known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
orr hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.}, the Internet and online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to us.e your name in the Standards, in advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and In any and all anctllat\' products related to the SJ~ndiirds 
regardless of the formats in which such USE! occurs, 

5. Your contributiQns to the Standards were wholly original mate.rial not published elsewhere 
(el<cept for material in the public domain or used With the permission of the owner), did not a_nd does 
not infringe any copyright, and did not and does not .constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is speclfically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothing 
herein is Intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 

AERA_APA_NC(VIE_0031461 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth i:,ur understanding, please sign an<,.1 date, then scan and return 
this letter via e-mail attachment to M~ria,nne Ernesto, Djrector, Testing, and Assessment, Americ«!n 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@aoa.org. 

·Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCl.b.TION 

AMERJCAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNOL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 
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1..1...r- l ::>-cldl4 c..S:itt From: 

April 211 2014 

AMCRICAN 
E0UCATIONAL 
REUARCK 
AS$0CIATIOH 

A, -"t Y'!\. :.. , --. 

P·;.., \,._ ,,•:tl\.t\.l~ ~~. 

T (I: 12023366069 

NC 

Dear Member ot the Joint COh'H'l'litteEt to Revised the 198S Standards for Edueotlonol and P.~yr.:hnlogica/ 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999. w~. the American Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
t>sychologtcal Association ("APA"} and the National Counc:il on MeasuremEmt In E.ducation ("NCME''), 
(collec:t1vetv, the "Publtshers"), commlssioned you-aod-oiher-leauers ln·tln:! educ.itional research, 
psychology ahd educational testing fields to contribute information, mateiials and acumen to the 
colle1;tive work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testi r1g'1 (the "Standards~). Since 
its public.ition in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the r ight to use the Standards in print, 
electronic format .iny ilnd all other formats then known, now known or he:reafter to become known. We 
are confirming In this letter that you accepted this a!'.slgnrnent subJect to the following terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or review(s) of rnanuscrlpt(!>) within tlhe t(me period est~blished bv 
Publishers. You were reimbursed tor reasonable expenses In corinectlon 1Wlth your work o,n the 
Standards,. if approved by the PublishE!1> in advance, upon your submi:;sio11 of receipts. Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of lt:s contributors, and you 
received a free wpy of the Standard1. upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that y01u made toward coll'lpleUon 
and publication of the St3nd.irds, WiJS and still is considered a "work 1T1adei for hire" within the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that tht: Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright in the Standards. Io the extent that the Standards were not or ~ire not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nt.mc pro tune (now for thenj to the Publlshers aH right, title and 
interest in :>nd to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any anid all uses and products, In any 
and all formats now known or hereafter lo become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage medla (e.g., cos. UVDs. etc,}, the tnternei ar\d online services. 

4. You have granted the Publishers the right to use vnur name in the, Standards, in advertising and 
promotion rP.l:m~d to the Standards, and in any and all .indll.iry products related to the Standards 
regardless of the form:,ts in which such u!>e occurs. 

5, Your contrlbutlons to the Standards were wt10lly ortglna! material not published elsewhere 
(except for material In the public domain or used with the permission of tbe owner), did not and does 
not Infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publleity. <'Ir infringement of any other klnd. of any third party. 

6. It Is speclflcally understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and r1othing 
herein ls intended or sl'laJI be deemed to make you an en,plovee of any of' the Publishers. 

.EXH1BfT 

JOJO 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return 
this letter via ~mall attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testln1 and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mc:COCHQ@aoa,oCB, 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL R£SEAAOI ASSOCW.ION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASU~EM[NT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

i. J~. ~ "- i . CJ,--~ ~-
Date: Cr ,It;, J,py .'.l_!~J, 2 (JL-j 
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• f EXHJBJT 

A, i, I{' ._ 

~' '1 ,~ J 1lt ,.\ I 

A , . ,11, 

April 21, 2014 

I 'tJJ/ 
I 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the Amerlcan Educational Research Association ("AERA"), the American 
Psychologlcal Association ("APA") and the National Council on Measurement In Education ('1NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publishers"), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute Information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" (the HStandards"). Since its 
publication in 1999, the Publishers had and still have the right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
format any and all other formats then known, now known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the followlng terms and 
conditions: 

1. You delivered manuscript(s) or review(s) of manuscript(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses In connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers In advance, upon your submission of receipts. Your name 
appeared In the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Stand'ards upon its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still ls considered a ''work made for hire" within the meaning 
of t he United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest In and to the 
copyright In the Standards. To tt,e extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a "work 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all right, title and 
interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, in any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, including but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), the Internet and onllne services. 

4. · You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, in advertising and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in any and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of the formats in which such use occurs. 

s. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material in the public domain or used with the permission of the owner), did not and does 
not Infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or Invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or Infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6. It is spec:ifically understood and intended that you are an independent contractor, and nothing 
herein Is intended or shall be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 

AERA_APA_NCME_0004715 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mall attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at mernesto@a pa .org 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

~~ 
Date: #:l--3 hf 

1 

JA2514 
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April 21, 2014 

AMERICAN 
EDUCATIONAL 
RESEAIICH 
ASSOCIATION 

p~ '( ••. .:,:_!)(~ l(f,l 

A ~Sll(IATlOI~ N 

I EXH1err 

I ,· OJff 
j 

Dear Member of the Joint Committee to Revised the 1985 Standards for Educational and Psychologicol 
Testing: 

In 1998 and 1999, we, the American Edticational Research Associ~tlon ("AERA"), the American 
Psychological Association ("APA") and the National Council on Measurement In Education ("NCME"), 
(collectively, the "Publlshers"), commissioned you and other leaders in the educational research, 
psychology and educational testing fields to contribute information, materials and acumen to the 
collective work entitled Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing" (the "Standards"). Since its 
publication in 1999, the Publishers had and stlll have the right to use the Standards in print, electronic 
fotmat any and all other formats then known, r'tOw known or hereafter to become known. We are 
confirming in this letter that you accepted this assignment subject to the following terms and 
conditions: 

1, You delivered manuscrlpt(s) or revlew(s) of manuscrlpt(s) within the time period established by 
Publishers. You were reimbursed for reasonable expenses in connection with your work on the 
Standards, if approved by the Publishers in advance, upon your submission of receipts, Your name 
appeared in the Preface of the Standards, showing that you were one of Its contributors, and you 
received a free copy of the Standards upon Its publication. 

2. You acknowledge that the Standards, and all contributions that you made toward completion 
and publication of the Standards, was and still ls considered a "Work made for hire" wfthln the meaning 
of the United States copyright laws, and that the Publishers own all right, title and interest in and to the 
copyright In the Standards. To the extent that the Standards were not or are not deemed to be a Nwork 
made for hire" you hereby assign nunc pro tune (now for then) to the Publishers all right, title and 
Interest in and to the Standards. 

3. Accordingly, the Publishers may also use the Standards for any and all uses and products, In any 
and all formats now known or hereafter to become known, lncludlng but not limited to print, recorded 
on hard storage media (e.g., CDs, DVDs, etc.), the Internet and online services. 

4 . You have granted the Publishers the right to use your name in the Standards, In advertisfng and 
promotion related to the Standards, and in ahy and all ancillary products related to the Standards 
regardless of the formats ln which such use occurs. 

5. Your contributions to the Standards were wholly original material not published elsewhere 
(except for material In the public domain or used with the permission of the owner}, did not and does 
not Infringe any copyright, and did not and does not constitute a defamation, or invasion of the right of 
privacy or publicity, or Infringement of any other kind, of any third party. 

6, It is specifically understood and intended that you are an Independent contractor, and nothing 
herein is intended or shaU be deemed to make you an employee of any of the Publishers. 

JA2516 
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If the foregoing accurately sets forth our understanding, please sign and date, then scan and return this 
letter via e-mail attachment to Marianne Ernesto, Director, Testing and Assessment, American 
Psychological Association, at meroeslo@apa.org. 

Sincerely, 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ASSOCIATION 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION 

NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION 

Accepted and Agreed: 

~ 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH ) 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN ) 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC., ) 
and NATIONAL COUNCIL ON ) 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION, INC., ) 

) 
Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORO, INC., ) 

) 
Defendant. ) 

--------------- ) 

11 LAURESS L. WISE, declare: 

Cjvil Action No. 1 :14-cv-00857-TSC-DAR 

DECLARATION OF LAURESS 
L. WISE IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAJNTIFFS' MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND ENTRY 
OF A PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

I. l am the Immediate Past President of the National Council on Measurement in 

Education, Inc. ("NCME"). I have been a member of this organization for approximately 30 

years. I previously was the President ofNCME from April 2014 through April 2015, and Vice 

President of this organization from April 2013 through April 2014. I submit this Declaration in 

support of the motion of the American Educational Research Association, Inc. ("AERA"), the 

American Psychological Association, Inc. ("APA"), and the NCME (collectively, "Plaintiffs" or 

"Sponsoring Organizations") for swnmary judgment and the entry of a permanent injunction. 

2. I also am a principal scientist with the Human Resources Research Organization 

("HumRRO"), spending full time on research and evaluation projects relating to educational 

measurement. I previously served as HumRRO CEO for 13 years, combining management and 

research activities and, before that, clirected research and development for the Armed Services 

Vocational Aptitude Battery for the Department of Defense. Before that I spent 16 years as a 

researcher for the American Institutes for Research, rising to the position of Director of 

Research. I am also a member of both AERA and AP A. 

-1-
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3. NCME is a District of Columbia not-for-profit corporation. 

4. NCME is a professional organization for individuals jnvolved in assessment, 

evaluation, testing, and other aspects of educational measurement. NCME's members are 

i11volved in the construction and use of standardized tests; new forms of assessment, including 

perfom1ance-based assessment; program design; and program evaluation. 

5. In 1955, AERA and NCME prepared and published a companion document to 

APA' s "Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests and Diagnostic Techniques" 

(published in 1954), entitled ''Technical Recommendations for Achievement Tests." 

6. Subsequently, a joint committee of the three organizations modified, revfaed and 

consolidated the iwo documents into the first Joint Standards. Beginning with the 1966 revision, 

the Sponsoring Organizations collaborated in developing the «Joint Standards" (or simply, the 

.. Standards"). Each subsequent revision of the Standards has been careful to note that it is a 

revision and update of that document. 

7. Beginrung in the mid-l 950s, the Sponsoring Organizations formed and 

periodically reconstituted a committee of ex.perts in psychological and educational assessment, 

charged with the initial development of the Technical Recommendations and then each 

subsequent revision of the (renamed) Standards. These committees were formed by the three 

organizations ' Presidents (or their designees), who would meet and jointly agree on the 

membership. Often a chair or co-chairs of these committees were selected by joint agreement. 

Beginning with the 1966 version of the Standards, this committee became referred to as the 

"Joint Committee." For example, [ was the co-chair of the Joint Coinrnittee for the 2014 edition 

of the Standards. 

8. Financial and operational oversight for the Standards1 revisions,. promotion, 

-2-
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distribution, and for the sale of the 1999 and 2014 Standards has been undertaken by a 

periodically reconstituted Management Committee, comprised of designees of the three 

Sponsoring Organizations. 

9. All members of the Joint Committee(s) and the Management Committee(s) are 

unpajd volunteers. The expenses associated with the ongoing development and publication of 

the Standards include travel and lodging expenses (for the Joint Committee and Management 

Committee members), support staff time, printing and shipment of bound volumes, and 

advertising costs. 

l 0. Many different fields of endeavor rely on assessments. The Sponsoring 

Organizations have ensured that the range of these fields of endeavor is represented in the Joint 

Committee 's membership - e.g., admissions, achievement, clinical counseling, educational, 

licensing-credentialing, employment, policy, and program evaluation. Similarly, the Joint 

Committee's members represent expertise across major functional assessment areas - e,g., 

validity, equating, reliability, test development, scoring, reporting, interpretation, large scale 

interpolation and cognitive behavioral therapy. 

11. From the time of their initial creation to the present, the preparation and periodic 

revisions to the Standards entail intensive labor and considerable cross~disciphnary expertise. 

Each time the Standards are revisedi the Sponsoring Organizations select and arrange for 

meetings of the leading authorities in psychological and educational assessments (known as the 

Joint Committee). Durin,g these meetings, certain Standards are combined, pared down, and/or 

augmented, others are deleted altogether, and some are created as whole new individual 

Standards. The 1999 version of the Standards is nearly 200 pages, and took more than five years 

to complete - resulting from work put in by the Joint Committee to generate a set of best 
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practices on educational and psychological testing that are respected and relied upon by leaders 

in their fields. 

12. The Standards originally were created as principles and guidelines - a set of best 

practices to improve professional practice in testing and assessment across multiple settings, 

including education and various area..c:; of psychology. The Standards can and should be used as a 

recommended course of action in the sound and ethical development and use of tests, and also to 

evaluate the quality of tests and testing practices. Additionally, an essential component of 

responsible professional practice is maintaining technical competence. Many professional 

associations also have developed standards and principles of technical practice in assessment. 

The Sponsoring Organizations ' Standards have been and still are used for this purpose. 

13. The Standards, however, are not simply intended for members of the Sponsoring 

Organizations, AERA, APA, and NCME. The intended audience of the Standards is broad and 

cuts across audiences with varying backgrounds and different training. For example, the 

Standards also are intended to guide test developers, sponsors, publishers, and users by providing 

criteria for the evaluation of tests, testing practices, and the effects of test use. Test user 

standards refer to those standards that help test users decide how to choose certain tests, interpret 

scores, or make decisions based on tests results. Test users include clinical or industrial 

psychologists, research directors, school psychologists, counselors, employment supenrisors, 

teachers, and various administraton; who select or interpret tests for their organizations. There is 

no mechanism, however, to enforce compliance with the Standards on the part of the test 

developer or test user. The Standards, moreover, do not attempt to provide psychometric 

answers to policy or legal questions. 

l 4. The Siandards promoie the development of high quality tests and the sound use of 
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results from such tests. Without such high quality standards, tests might produce scores that are 

not defensible or accurate, not an adequate reflection of the characteristic tJ1ey were intended to 

measure, and not fair to the person tested. Consequently, decisions about individuals made with 

such test scores would be no better, or even worse, than those made with no test score 

information at all. Thus, the Standards help to ensure that measures of student achievement are 

relevant, that admissions decisions are fair, that employment hiring and professional 

credentialing result in qualified individuals being selected, and J>atients with psychological needs 

are diagnosed properly and treated accordingly. QuaJity tests ptotect the publ ic from harmful 

decision making and provide opportunities for education and employment that are fair to all who 

seek them. 

15. The Standards apply broadly to a wide range of standardized instruments and 

procedures that sample an individual's behavior, including tests, assessments, inventories, scales, 

and other testing vehicles. The Standards apply equally to standardized multiple-choice tests, 

perfonnance assessments (including tests comprised of only open-ended essays), and hands-on 

assessments or sin)ulations. The main exceptions are that the Standards do not apply to 

unstandardized questionnaires (e.g., unstructured behavioral checklists or observational forms), 

teacher-made tests, and subjective decision processes (e.g. , a teacher's evaluation of students' 

classroom participation over the course of a semester), 

16. The Standards have been used to develop testing guidelines for such activities as 

college admissions, personnel selection, test translations, test user qualifications, and computer

based testing. The Standards also have been widely cited to address technical, professional, and 

operational norms for all forms of assessments that are professionally developed and used in a 

variety of settings. Th.e Standards additionally provide a valuable public service to state and 
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federal governments as they voluntarily choose to use them, For instance, each testing company, 

when submitting proposals for testing administration1 instead of relying on a patchwork oflocal, 

or even indivi.dual and proprietary, testing design and implementation criteria, may rely instead 

on the Sponsoring Organizations' Standards to afford the best guidance for testing and 

assessment practices. 

17. The Standards were not created or updated to serve as a legally binding document, 

in response to an expressed governmental or regulatory need, nor in response to any 1egislative 

action or judicial decision. However, the Standards have been cited in judicial decisions related 

to the proper use and evidence for assessment, as well as by state and federal legislators. These 

citations in judicial decisions and during legislative deliberations occurred without any 1obbying 

by the Plaintiffs. 

18. NCME has never communicated with Congres~ for the purpose of encouraging 

the enactment of the Standards into law. 

19. Additionally, NCME has never solicited any government agency to incorporate 

the Standards into the Code of Federal Regulations or other rules of Federal or State agencies. 

20. In the policymaking arena, NCME believes the Standards should be treated as 

guidelines informing the enactment of legislation and regulations consistent with best practices 

in the development and use of tests - to insure that they are valid, reliable and fair. 

21. The Sponsoring Organizations promote and sell copies of the Standards via 

referrals to the AERA website, at annual meetings, in public offerings to students, and to 

educational institution faculty. Advertisements promoting the Standards have appeared in 

meeting brochures, in scholarly journals, and in the hallways at professional meetings. 

Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit KKK is a true copy of advertisements for the 1999 
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Standards published in NCME's Journal of Educatjonal Management. These advertisements 

were produced at Bates Nos. AERA_APA_NCME_0031444~0031451 . 

22. Distribution of the Standards is closely monitored by the Sponsoring 

Organizations. AERA, the designated publisher of the Standards, sometimes does provide 

promotional complementary print copies to students or professors. Except for these few 

complementary print copies, however, the Standards are not given away for free; and certainly 

they are not made available to the publjc by any of the three organizations for anyone to copy 

free of charge, 

23. To date, NCME has never posted, or authorized the posting of, a digitized copy of 

the 1999 Standards on any publicly accessible website. 

24. Without receiving at least some moderate income from the sales of the Standards 

to offset their production costs and to allow for further revisions, it is very likely that the 

Sponsoring Organizations would no longer undertake to periodically update them, and it is 

unknown who else would. 

25. In late 2013 and early 20] 4, the Sponsoring Organizations became aware that the 

1999 Standards had been posted on tJ1e Internet without their authorization, and that students 

were obtaining free copies from the posting source. Upon further investigation, the Sponsoring 

Organizations discovered that Public Resource was the source of the online posting. 

26. Public Resource posted Plaintiffs' 1999 Standards to its website and the Internet 

Archive website without the penuission or authorization of any of the Sponsoring Organizations. 

27. Plaintiffs have been made aware that at least some of those users who obtained 

the 1999 Standards for free from Public Resource did so to avojd paying the modest sale price 

for authorized print copies. 
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28. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit LLL is a true copy of an e-mail dated 

March 5, 2014 from Gregory J. Cizek to me regarding a student not purchasing the 1999 

Standards because "they [were] available for free online" at 

https://law.resource.org/pub/us/cfr/ibr/001/aera.standards.1999.pdf" This e-mail exchange was 

marked as Exhibit 1252 during my deposition. 

I DECLARE, under the penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and con-ect. 

Dated: December q, 2015 
La;i;-ess -L. Wise 
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EXHIBIT 1 
 

LAURESS L. WISE 
Curriculum Vitae 

 
 

OVERVIEW 
 
Dr. Lauress Wise has over 35 years’ experience in educational research and continues 
extensive work on educational policy and assessment issues. Dr. Wise currently advises 
several states and the PARCC assessment consortium on technical issues in test development 
and use. He serves on the Board of the National Council of Measurement in Education as the 
immediate past-president. He is also serving on a National Research Council Committee that is 
evaluating the NAEP achievement levels. He recently co-chaired the panel that revise the 
AERA/APA/NCME Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing and previously chaired 
the National Academy of Sciences Board on Testing and Assessment. Recent research and 
development efforts include a 15-year independent evaluation of the California High School Exit 
Exam and quality assurance work for the National Assessment of Educational Progress 
(NAEP).  Dr. Wise previously served on several National Research Council committees, 
chairing the Committees on Scientific Research in Education and the Evaluation of the National 
Voluntary Tests. 
 

EDUCATION 
 
Ph.D, Mathematical Psychology 1975 University of California, Berkeley 
B.S., Mathematics, Psychology (with Distinction) 1967 Stanford University 
 

AREAS OF EXPERTISE 
 
• Test Development and Validation 
• Program and Policy Evaluation 
• Test Use Policy 

• Project Management 
• Statistical and Psychometric Issues 
• Computer-Based Testing 

 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE 

 
Human Resources Research Organization 1994 - 2015 
Principal Scientist 
 
• Served as HumRRO’s president from 1994 to 2007. Remained active in research on testing 

and test use policy. Directed two major HumRRO educational testing projects, one to 
provide quality assurance for the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) and 
the other an independent evaluation of California’s High School Exit Exam (CAHSEE). He 
continues to serve as a senior psychometric advisor for a graduate school admissions 
testing program. 

• Served as co-chair of the committee that revised the 1999 AERA/APA/NCME Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing, and has previously served as Chair of the National 
Academy of Science (NAS) Board on Testing and Assessment and chaired the NAS 
Committee on Research in Education.  

• Currently serves on technical advisory committees for the Hawaii, Wyoming, Utah, 
Tennessee, and Virginia departments of education, and the Partnership for Assessing 
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Readiness for College and Career (PARCC) advisory committees. Also serves on the 
Rhode Island Technical Advisory Committee for Teacher Evaluation.  

• Served as co-Principal Investigator on the first year of the Congressionally-mandated 
evaluation of President Clinton’s Voluntary National Tests and chaired the NAS committee 
that performed the second year of that evaluation, and on the NAS committee to evaluate 
the NAEP and on the National Academy of Education's Panel for the Evaluation of the 
NAEP Trial State NAEP.  

• Other work includes vertical alignment of state content standards, modeling the effects of 
motivation on examinee performance on low-stakes assessments, the impact of changes in 
exclusions on NAEP results for Kentucky, and scaling constructed response and multiple 
choice items on the Florida assessment. Dr. Wise also worked on the development and 
validation of a computer-administered assessment now used for selection of air traffic 
controllers and developed a computer-based system for assessing work values as part of a 
Department of Labor effort to develop improved career guidance tools. 

 
Defense Manpower Data Center    1990 - 1994 
Chief, Personnel Testing Division 
 
• Spokesperson for the Department of Defense on matters relating to the development and 

use of cognitive tests. Dr. Wise’s unit was responsible for all research and development for 
the Armed Services Vocational Aptitude Battery (ASVAB). 

• Work included evaluation and implementation of a computerized, adaptive version of the 
ASVAB, automated item and form development procedures, new career exploration 
procedures for use with the high school testing program, the development and testing of a 
new career interest inventory, and extensive validity research. 

 
American Institutes for Research (AIR) 1974 - 1990 
Associate Research Scientist to Director of Research 
 
• Directed a variety of studies and projects, including the Review and Analysis of the General 

Aptitude Test Battery (GATB) Project for the U.S. Employment Service within the 
Department of Labor, the Army Synthetic Validation Project, the Army's Computerized 
Adaptive Screening Test (CAST) Revision Project, and validation studies for the Software 
Engineering Institute at Carnegie Mellon University. 

• Served as director of analysis for the Army's massive Project A, analyzing new selection 
tests, developing models of performance in a variety of jobs, and assessing the validity of 
each new test for predicting different facets of performance in different jobs. 

• Served for twelve years as the chief psychometrician for the Medical College Admissions Test, 
developing procedures for the screening and calibration of new items and for the construction 
and equating of new forms. Also consulted with the Department of Education on issues related 
to testing and data analysis as part of the Statistical Analysis Group in Education. 

• From 1978 to 1982, served as Director of Project TALENT, a nationally representative 
longitudinal study of nearly 400,000 members of the high school classes of 1960 through 
1963. Oversaw the collection of the final wave of follow-up data and conducted targeted 
research on issues such as gender differences in mathematics achievement, school 
differences in student achievement, the development of careers in science and medicine, 
and the consequences of adolescent childbearing. 
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University of California    
Programmer and Instructor 
 
• While a graduate student at the University of California, Dr. Wise served as the computer 

consultant for the Psychology Department, helping both faculty and students in the design and 
execution of data analyses. He also taught an undergraduate course in Psychological Statistics. 

 
California Department of Public Health               1968 - 1972 
Computer Programmer and Data Processing Systems Analyst 
 
• Created data systems to support licensing functions and vital statistics systems at the 

Department of Public Health. Was in-house project manager for a new management 
information system that involved defining "outputs" for each bureau and department and 
relating these outputs to costs.  
 

PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS AND SERVICE 
 

• American Educational Research Association (AERA) 

• American Psychological Association (APA) 
- Divisions 5, 14, 19 

• Member, National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME)  

• Psychometric Society 
 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY  
 
 
Publications 

Wise, L. L. (in press). How we got to where we are: Evolving policy demands for the next 
generation assessments. In Next Generation Assessments. R. Lissitz, Ed. (To be published in 
2016. 

Wise, L. L. & Plake, B. S. (2015). "Test design and development following the Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing". In Lane, S., Haladyna, T., and Raymond, M. (Eds.). 
Handbook of Test Development. New York, NY: Routledge. 

Plake, B. S., & Wise, L. L. (2014). Revision of the AERA, APA, NCME Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing: What is their role and importance for NCME. 
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 33(4), 4-12. 

Wise, L. L. (2010). Accessible Reading Assessments for Students with Disabilities: Summary 
and Conclusions. Applied Measurement in Education, 23(2), 209-214.  

Wise, L. L. (2006). Encouraging and Supporting Compliance with Standards for Educational 
Tests. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice 25(3), 51–53.  

National Research Council. (2005). Advancing Scientific Research in Education. Committee on 
Research in Education. Lisa Towne, Lauress L. Wise, and Tina M Winders, Editors. Center for 
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Education, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and Education. Washington, DC: The 
National Academy Press.  

National Research Council. (2004). Strengthening Peer Review in Federal Agencies That 
Support Education Research. Committee on Research in Education. L. Towne, J.M. Fletcher, 
and L.L. Wise, Eds. Center for Education, Division of Behavioral and Social Sciences and 
Education. Washington, DC:  The National Academies Press.  

Wise, L.L. (2004). The National Assessment of Educational Progress - what it tells educators. In 
J.E. Wall & G.R. Walz (Eds.). Measuring up: Assessment issues for teachers, counselors, and 
administrators (pp. 729-741). Greensboro, NC: CAPS Press. 

Wise, L.L. & Hoffman, R.G. (2002). How will assessment data to be used to document the 
impact of educational reform. In R. W. Lissitz and W. D. Schafer (Eds.) Assessment in 
Educational Reform:  Both means and ends. Boston, MA:  Allyn & Bacon.  

Wise, L.L., Noeth, R.J., & Koenig, J.A. (Eds.) (1999). Evaluation of the voluntary national tests, 
year 2 interim report. National Research Council. Washington, DC:  National Academy Press.  

Wise, L.L., Hauser, R.M., Mitchell, K.J., & Feuer, M.J. (1999). Evaluation of the voluntary 
national tests: Phase I. National Research Council, Commission on Behavioral and Social 
Sciences and Education, Board on Testing and Assessment. Washington, DC: National 
Academy Press.  

Wise, L.L., Curran, L.T. Curran, & McBride, J.R. (1997). CAT-ASVAB cost and benefit analyses. 
In W.A. Sands, B.K. Waters, & J.R. McBride (Eds.), Computerized Adaptive Testing: From 
Inquiry to Operation. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.  

Wolfe, J.H., Alderton, D.L., Larson, G.E., Bloxom, B., & Wise, L.L. (1997). Expanding the 
content of CAT-ASVAB: New tests and their validity. In W.A. Sands, B.K. Waters, & J.R. 
McBride (Eds.), Computerized Adaptive Testing: From Inquiry to Operation. Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association. 

Wall, J.E., Wise, L.L., & Baker, H.E. (1996). Development of the interest-finder: A new RIASEC-
based interest inventory. Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 29, 
134-152. 

Wise, L.L. (1994). Goals of the selection and classification decision. In M.G. Rumsey, C.B. 
Walker, & J.H. Harris (Eds.). Personnel selection and classification. Hillsdale, NJ:  Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.  

Wise, L.L. (1994). Setting performance goals for the DOD Linkage Model. In B.F. Green & A.S. 
Mavor (Eds.) Modeling cost and performance for military enlistment. Washington, DC:  National 
Academy of Sciences Press.  

Rudner, L.M., Wise, L.L., & Stonehill, R.M. (1991). The ERIC Clearinghouse on Tests, 
Measurement, and Evaluation (ERIC/TME) -- A growing resource. Applied Measurement in 
Education, 4, 1-10.  
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Wise, L.L. (1991). The validity of test scores for selecting and classifying enlisted recruits. In 
B.R. Gifford & L.C. Wing (Eds.), Test policy in Defense: Lessons from the military for education, 
training, and employment. Boston, MA: Kluwer Academic Press.  

Campbell, J.P., McHenry, J.J., & Wise, L.L. (1990). Modeling job performance in a population of 
jobs. Personnel Psychology, 43, 313-334.  

Young, W.Y., Houston, J.S., Harris, J.H., Hoffman, R.G., & Wise, L.L. (1990). Large-scale 
predictor validation in Project A:  Data collection procedures and data base preparation. 
Personnel Psychology, 43, 301-312. 

Wise, L.L., McHenry, J.J., & Campbell, J.P. (1990). Identifying optimal predictor composites and 
testing for generalizability across jobs and performance factors. Personnel Psychology, 43, 355-
366.  

Wise, L.L., Campbell, J.P., & Arabian, J.M. (1988). The Army Synthetic Validation Project. In 
B.F. Green, H. Wing, & A.K. Wigdor (Eds.)  Linking military enlistment standards to job 
performance. Washington, DC:  National Academy Press.  

Wise, L.L. (1985). Project TALENT: Mathematics course participation in the 1960's and its 
career consequences. In S.F. Chipman, L.R. Brush, & D.M. Wilson (Eds.), Women and 
mathematics: Balancing the equation. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.  

Abeles, R.P., Steel, L.M., & Wise, L.L. (1980). Patterns and implications of life-course 
organization:  Project TALENT studies. In P.B. Baltes & O.G. Brim, Jr. (Eds.), Lifespan 
development and behavior (Vol. III). New York: Academic Press.  

Wise, L.L., & Steel, L.M. (1980). Educational attainment of the high school classes of 1960 
through 1963:  Findings from Project TALENT. In A.C. Kerckhoff (Ed.), Longitudinal 
perspectives on educational attainment. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.  

Wise, L.L. (1979). Project TALENT: Studying the development of our human resource. In J.E. 
Milholland (Ed.), New directions for testing and measurement:  Insights from large-scale 
surveys. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Inc. 

Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., Bynum, B. H., Wen, Y., Smith, E. A., Sinclair, A. L., Deatz, R. 
C., & Wise, L. L. (2015). Findings from the quality of items/tasks/stimuli investigations: PARCC 
field tests (2015 No. 009). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L. L., Hardoin, M. M. & Watters, C. (2014). Independent evaluation of the 
California High School Exit Examination: 2014 Biennial report (2014 No. 001). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., Wise, L. L., & Becker, D. E. (2014). PARCC studies to examine 
comparability of scores across states, assessment forms, scoring methods and other relevant 
variables memorandum (2014 No. 005). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Sinclair, A. L., Wise, L. L., & Becker, D. E., (2014). PARCC validity studies 
including predictive and longitudinal studies memorandum (2014 No. 020). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Becker, D. E., Wise, L. L., Hardoin, M. M., & Watters, C. (Eds.) (2013). Independent evaluation 
of the California High School Exit Examination: 2013 evaluation report (2013 No. 062).  
Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., & Wise, L. L. (2013). Independent review of New York item quality and item 
screening processes: Summary of findings for New York State Department of Education 
(NYSD) (2013 No. 015). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Wise, L. L., Becker, D. E., Diaz, T. E., Buckland, W. W., & Norman, R. L. (2013). Quality 
assurance for NAEP 2013 reading results (2013 No. 049). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources 
Research Organization.  

Becker, D. E., Wise, L. L., Hardoin, M. M., & Waters, C. (Eds.). (2012). Independent evaluation 
of the California High School Exit Examination: 2012 biennial report (FR-11-82). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. [Sixth in a series of biennial reports] 

Becker, D. E., Wise, L. L., Hardoin, M. M., & Watters, C. (Eds.). (2012). Independent evaluation 
of the California High School Exit Examination: 2011 evaluation report (FR-12-54). Alexandria, 
VA: Human Resources Research Organization. [Thirteenth in a series of annual reports] 

Ramsberger, P. F., Knapp, D. J., & Wise, L. L. (2012). Overview of procedures used in high-stakes 
testing programs (FR-12-07). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A. A., Dickinson, E. R., Sinclair, A. L., & Wise, L. L. (2012). Independent review of test 
item quality for New York State Department of Education (NYSED) (FR-12-42). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Wise, L. L., Thacker, A. A., & Hoffman, R. G. (2012). Independent review of 2012 equating 
process for the New York State Department of Education (NYSED) (FR-12-37). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D. E., Wise, L. L., & Sellman, W. S. (2011). Comprehensive review of NAEP quality 
control procedures and documentation: Fiscal Year 2011 (FR-11-17). Alexandria, VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization.  

Trippe, D. M., Waugh, G. W., Hoffman, R. G., McCloy, R. A., & Wise, L. L. (2010). Computer-
based testing (CBT) feasibility study for the CFP® certification examination (FR-10-78). 
Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., Hardoin, M.M., & Watters, C. (Eds.) (2012). Independent evaluation of 
the California high school exit examination: 2011 evaluation report (FR-12-54). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Thacker, A.A., Dickinson, E.R., Sinclair, A.L., & Wise, L.L. (2012). Independent review of test 
item quality for New York State Department of Education (NYSED) (FR-12-42). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Wise, L.L., Thacker, A.A., Hoffman, R.G. (2012). Independent review of 2012 equating process 
(FR-12-37). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 
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Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., Hardoin, M.M., & Waters, C. (Eds.) (2012). Independent evaluation of 
the California High School Exit Examination: 2012 biennial report (FR-11-82). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., Hardoin, M.M., & Waters, C. (Eds.) (2011). Independent evaluation of 
the California High School Exit Examination: 2011 evaluation report (FR-11-51). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., & Sellman, W. S. (2011). Comprehensive review of NAEP quality 
control procedures and documentation: Fiscal Year 2011 (FR-11-17). Alexandria, VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Trippe, D.M., Waugh, G.W., Hoffman, R.G., McCloy, R.A., & Wise, L.L. (2010). Computer-based 
testing (CBT) feasibility study for the CFP® certification examination (FR-10-78). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., & Waters, C. (Eds.) (2010). Independent evaluation of the CAHSEE 
2010 evaluation report (FR-10-56). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Hoffman, R.G., Wise, L.L., Diaz, T.E., Gribben, M.A., & Fry, S.C. (2009). Verification of NAEP 
grade 4 mathematics 2007 to 2009 trend results: Report of HumRRO activities (FR-09-66). 
Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., & Watters, C. (Eds.) (2009). Independent evaluation of the California 
High Schocol Exit Examination (CAHSEE): 2009 evaluation report (FR-09-65). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Gribben, M., Diaz, T., Wise, L.L. (2009). TUDA charter school study draft report:  Base year 
special study (FR-09-13). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Becker, D.E., Wise, L.L., & Watters, C. (Eds.) (2008). Independent evaluation of the California 
High School Exit Examination (CAHSEE): 2008 evaluation report (FR 08-100). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization 

Gribben, M.A., Wise, L.L., & Becker, D.E. (2008). Review of web-based technical 
documentation process FY07 NAEP-QA special study report (TR-08-17). Alexandria, VA: 
Human Resources Research Organization. 

Wise, L.L., Becker, D.E., & Campbell, H. (2008). NAEP-QA review of procedures for mapping 
state performance standards onto the NAEP scale (TR-08-05). Alexandria, VA: Human 
Resources Research Organization. 

Wise, L.L., & Hoffman, R.G. (2007). HumRRO investigation of 2007 NAEP reading gains for 
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Research Organization. 
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study: Effects of expert scored papers (ESP) on scoring in the National Assessment of 
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evaluation report (FR-06-91). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources Research Organization. 

Stawarski, C., Teasdel, T., Wise, L.L., Schultz, S., Maloutas, M. (2006). National Assessment of 
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Assessment Governing Board, November 13-15, 2003 (SR-03-101). Alexandria, VA: Human 
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Wise, L.L., McCloy, R.A., & Quartetti, D.A. (1998). Indicators of student effort on the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (DFR-EADD-98-58). Alexandria, VA: Human Resources 
Research Organization. 
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Wise, L.L., Chia, W.J., & Rudner, L.M. (1990). Identifying necessary job skills: A review of 
previous approaches. Washington, DC: Pelavin Associates, Inc. 
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Wilson, S.R., Stancavage, F.B., & Wise, L.L. (1981). Synthesis of recent research on medical 
career decisions: A comparative study of two generations of physicians. Palo Alto, CA: 
American Institutes for Research. 

Steel, L.M., & Wise, L.L. (1977). Designing a study of adult accomplishment and life quality. 
Palo Alto, CA: American Institutes for Research. 
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Wise, L.L. (2012). Combining multiple indicators of achievement and growth. Paper presented 
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presented at the National Conference on Student Assessment, Orlando, FL. 

Wise, L. (April 2011). The Evolving U.S. Educational System:  How Can I-O Psychology 
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improve education. Practice Forum conducted at the 21st Annual Conference of the Society for 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Dallas, TX. 
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performance assessment in the military. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education, Atlanta, GA 

Wise, L.L. (1993, April). Test form accuracy. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
National Council on Measurement in Education, Atlanta, GA. 

Wise, L.L. (1992, April). Lessons learned from military performance assessment. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San 
Francisco, CA. 

Wise, L.L. (1991, October). Overview of the ASVAB revision process. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the Military Testing Association, San Antonio, TX. 
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Wise, L.L., & McDaniel, M.A. (1991). Cognitive factors in the Armed Services Vocational 
Aptitude Battery and the General Aptitude Test Battery. Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA. Wise, L.L., Chia, W.J., & Park, 
R.K. (1989). Effects of item position on IRT parameter estimates and item statistics. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San 
Francisco, CA. 

Arabian, J.M., Wise, L.L., & Szenas, P.L. (1988). Setting performance standards for Army 
enlisted jobs. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Associa-
tion, New Orleans, LA. 

Szenas, P.L., Wise, L.L., & Arabian, J.M. (1988). Combining individual standards into an overall 
standard:  Modeling the judgement process and investigating differences among judges. Paper 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, New Orleans, LA. 

Wise, L.L., McHenry, J.J., & Campbell, J.P. (1987). Matching skills and traits to job require-
ments: Results from Project A. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, Washington, DC. 

Wise, L.L. (1987). Differential item difficulty indicators in small samples. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Washington, DC. 

Wise, L.L., McHenry, J.J., Rossmeissl, P.G., & Oppler, S.H. (1986). ASVAB validities using 
improved job performance measures. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Military 
Testing Association, Mystic, CT. 

Wise, L.L., Campbell, J.P., McHenry, J.J., & Hanser, L.M. (1986). A latent structure model of job 
performance factors. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological 
Association, Washington, DC. 

Wise, L.L. (1986). Latent trait models for partially speeded tests. Paper presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 

Wise, L.L., & Mitchell, K.J. (1985). Development of an index of maximum validity increment for 
new predictor measures. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological 
Association, Los Angeles, CA. 

Wise, L.L., & Wilson, S.R. (1982). Test item calibration. Paper presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Educational Research Association, New York, NY. 

Wise, L.L., & McLaughlin, D.H. (1981). Survey data enhancement. Paper presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Los Angeles, CA. 

Wise, L.L., Wilson, S.R., & Stancavage, F.B. (1980). The development of medical practice and 
residence value scales that distinguish physicians in different specialties and practice locations. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, 
Boston, MA. 

Wise, L.L., & Steel, L.M. (1979). The effects of school quality on student's knowledge and skills. 
Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San 
Francisco, CA. 
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Wise, L.L. (1979). Long-term consequences of sex differences in high school mathematics 
education. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, San Francisco, CA. 

Steel, L.M., & Wise, L.L. (1979). Origins of sex differences in high school mathematics 
achievement and participation. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA. 

Wise, L.L. (1978). The role of mathematics in women's career development. Paper presented at 
the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, Canada. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC.,  
and NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION, INC., 
 
   Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORG, INC., 
 
   Defendant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

  
 
 
 
Civil Action No. 1:14-cv-00857-TSC-DAR 
 
DECLARATION OF WAYNE 
CAMARA IN SUPPORT OF   
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND ENTRY 
OF A PERMANENT INJUNCTION  
 
 

I, WAYNE J. CAMARA, declare: 

1. I am the Senior Vice President, Research at ACT.  My company produces and 

publishes the ACT® college readiness assessment — a college admissions and placement test 

taken millions of high school graduates every year.  ACT also offers comprehensive assessment, 

research, information, and program management services to support education and workforce 

development.  As the Senior Vice President of Research, I am responsible for all research and 

evidence related to the design, development, use, and validation of our assessments and 

programs.  In my position, I serve on the Senior Leadership Team and manage over 110 

researchers.  

2.  I submit this Declaration in support of the motion of the American Educational 

Research Association, Inc. (“AERA”), the American Psychological Association, Inc. (“APA”), 

and the National Council on Measurement in Education, Inc. (“NCME”) (collectively, 

“Plaintiffs” or “Sponsoring Organizations”) for summary judgment and the entry of a permanent 

injunction. 

3. Prior to working at ACT, I worked at The College Board, where I held the 
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positions of Vice President, Research and Development (July, 2000 – September, 2013), 

Executive Director, Office of Research and Development (March, 1997 – June, 2000), and 

Research Scientist (September, 1994 – February, 1997).   

4. Before working at The College Board, I worked for APA in the positions of 

Assistant Executive Director for Scientific Affairs and Executive Director of Science (1992-

1994), Director, Scientific Affairs (February, 1989 – August, 1992), and Testing and Assessment 

Officer (November, 1987 – January, 1989.)  During my time at APA, I also served as the Project 

Director for the revision of the 1985 edition of the Standards for Educational and Psychological 

Testing published in 1999 (the “1999 Standards”).  In 1997, I was elected to APA’s Council of 

Representatives, and I served on the Council from 1997-2003.  In April, 2012, I was elected to 

the AERA Council, serving from April, 2012 to April, 2015 as Vice President for Division D.  I 

was also elected to NCME’s Board of Directors, serving on the Board from 2002-2005 and 

2009-2012, and served as NCME’s President from 2010-2011.  Additionally, I have served on 

the Management Committee for the Standards from 2005-2015. 

5. My curriculum vitae is attached to this Declaration as Exhibit 1. 

6. I have written extensively on the Standards, as well as other professional and 

technical guidelines which relate to educational and industrial testing and assessment, including 

journal articles, book chapters, and paper presentations at national conferences.  

7. In 1954, APA prepared and published the “Technical Recommendations for 

Psychological Tests and Diagnostic Techniques.”  In 1955, AERA and NCME prepared and 

published a companion document entitled, “Technical Recommendations for Achievement 

Tests.”  Subsequently, a joint committee of the three organizations modified, revised, and 

consolidated the two documents into the first Joint Standards.  Beginning with the 1966 revision, 
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the Sponsoring Organizations collaborated in developing the “Joint Standards” (or simply, the 

“Standards”).  Each subsequent revision of the Standards has been careful to note that it is a 

revision and update of the prior version. 

8. Beginning in the mid-1950s, the Sponsoring Organizations formed and 

periodically reconstituted a committee of highly trained and experienced experts in 

psychological and educational assessment, charged with the initial development of the Technical 

Recommendations and then each subsequent revision of the (renamed) Standards.  These 

committees were formed by the Sponsoring Organizations’ Presidents (or their designees), who 

would meet and jointly agree on the membership.  Often a chair or co-chairs of these committees 

were selected by joint agreement.  Beginning with the 1966 version of the Standards, this 

committee became referred to as the “Joint Committee.” 

9. Financial and operational oversight for the Standards’ revisions, promotion, 

distribution, and for the sale of the 1999 and 2014 Standards has been undertaken by a 

periodically reconstituted Management Committee, comprised of designees of the three 

Sponsoring Organizations.  As noted above, I served on this Management Committee from 2005-

2015. 

10. All members of the Joint Committee(s) and the Management Committee(s) are 

unpaid volunteers.  The expenses associated with the ongoing development and publication of 

the Standards include travel and lodging expenses (for the Joint Committee and Management 

Committee members), support staff time, printing and shipment of bound volumes, and 

advertising costs. 

11. From the time of their initial creation to the present, the preparation of and 

periodic revisions to the Standards entail intensive labor and considerable cross-disciplinary 
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expertise.  Each time the Standards are revised, the Sponsoring Organizations select and arrange 

for meetings of the leading authorities in psychological and educational assessments (known as 

the Joint Committee).  During these meetings, certain Standards are combined, pared down, 

and/or augmented, others are deleted altogether, and some are created as whole new individual 

Standards.  The 1999 version of the Standards is nearly 200 pages, took more than five years to 

complete, and is the result of work put in by the Joint Committee to generate a set of best 

practices on educational and psychological testing that are respected and relied upon by leaders 

in their fields. 

12. Draft revisions of the 1985 Standards, for what became the 1999 Standards, were 

widely distributed for public review and comment during the revision process.  The Joint 

Committee received thousands of pages of comments and proposed text revisions from: the 

membership of the Sponsoring Organizations, scientific, professional, trade and advocacy 

groups, credentialing boards, state and federal government agencies, test publishers and 

developers, and academic institutions.  While the Joint Committee reviewed and took under 

advisement these helpful comments, the final language of the 1999 Standards was a product of 

the Joint Committee members.  When the 1985 Standards were revised, more than half the 

content of the 1999 Standards resulted from newly written prose of the Joint Committee. 

13. The Standards originally were created as principles and guidelines – a set of best 

practices to improve professional practice in testing and assessment across multiple settings, 

including education and various areas of psychology.  The Standards can and should be used as a 

recommended course of action in the sound and ethical development and use of tests, and also to 

evaluate the quality of tests and testing practices.  Additionally, an essential component of 

responsible professional practice is maintaining technical competence.  Many professional 
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associations also have developed standards and principles of technical practice in assessment.  

The Sponsoring Organizations’ Standards have been and still are used for this purpose. 

14. The Standards, however, are not simply intended for members of the Sponsoring 

Organizations, AERA, APA, and NCME.  The intended audience of the Standards is broad and 

cuts across audiences with varying backgrounds and different training.  For example, the 

Standards also are intended to guide test developers, sponsors, publishers, and users by providing 

criteria for the evaluation of tests, testing practices, and the effects of test use.  Test user 

standards refer to those standards that help test users decide how to choose certain tests, interpret 

scores, or make decisions based on tests results.  Test users include clinical or industrial 

psychologists, research directors, school psychologists, counselors, employment supervisors, 

teachers, and various administrators who select or interpret tests for their organizations.  There is 

no mechanism, however, to enforce compliance with the Standards on the part of the test 

developer or test user.  The Standards, moreover, do not attempt to provide psychometric 

answers to policy or legal questions. 

15. The Standards promote the development of high quality tests and the sound use of 

results from such tests.  Without such high quality standards, tests might produce scores that are 

not defensible or accurate, not an adequate reflection of the characteristic they were intended to 

measure, and not fair to the person tested.  Consequently, decisions about individuals made with 

such test scores would be no better, or even worse, than those made with no test score 

information at all.  Thus, the Standards help to ensure that measures of student achievement are 

relevant, that admissions decisions are fair, that employment hiring and professional 

credentialing result in qualified individuals being selected, and patients with psychological needs 

are diagnosed properly and treated accordingly.  Quality tests protect the public from harmful 
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decision making and provide opportunities for education and employment that are fair to all who 

seek them. 

16. The Standards apply broadly to a wide range of standardized instruments and 

procedures that sample an individual’s behavior, including tests, assessments, inventories, scales, 

and other testing vehicles.  The Standards apply equally to standardized multiple-choice tests, 

performance assessments (including tests comprised of only open-ended essays), and hands-on 

assessments or simulations.  The main exceptions are that the Standards do not apply to 

unstandardized questionnaires (e.g., unstructured behavioral checklists or observational forms), 

teacher-made tests, and subjective decision processes (e.g., a teacher’s evaluation of students’ 

classroom participation over the course of a semester). 

17. The Standards have been used as a source in developing testing guidelines for 

such activities as college admissions, personnel selection, test translations, test user 

qualifications, and computer-based testing.  The Standards also have been widely cited to 

address technical, professional, and operational norms for all forms of assessments that are 

professionally developed and used in a variety of settings.  The Standards additionally provide a 

valuable public service to state and federal governments as they voluntarily choose to use them.  

For instance, each testing company, when submitting proposals for testing administration, 

instead of relying on a patchwork of local, or even individual and proprietary, testing design and 

implementation criteria, may rely instead on the Sponsoring Organizations’ Standards to afford 

the best guidance for testing and assessment practices. 

18. The Standards were not created or updated to serve as a legally binding document, 

in response to an expressed governmental or regulatory need, nor in response to any legislative 

action or judicial decision.  However, the Standards have been cited in judicial decisions related 
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to the proper use and evidence for assessment, as well as by state and federal legislators.  These 

citations in judicial decisions and during legislative deliberations occurred without any lobbying 

by the Plaintiffs. 

19. The Sponsoring Organizations do not keep any of the revenues generated from the 

sales of the Standards.  Rather, the income from these sales is used by the Sponsoring 

Organizations to offset their development and production costs and to generate funds for 

subsequent revisions.  This allows the Sponsoring Organizations to develop up-to-date, high 

quality Standards that otherwise would not be developed due to the time and effort that goes into 

producing them. 

20. At one time, funding for the Standards revision process from third party sources 

(e.g., governmental agencies, foundations, other associations interested in testing and assessment 

issues, etc.) was raised as a consideration.  However, this option was not seriously explored as 

the potential conflicts of interest in doing so left the Sponsoring Organizations to conclude that 

the Standards revisions should be self-funding – that is, from the sale of prior editions of the 

Standards. 

21. In late 2013 and early 2014, the Sponsoring Organizations became aware that the 

1999 Standards had been posted on the Internet without their authorization, and that psychology 

students were obtaining free copies from the posting source.  Upon further investigation, the 

Sponsoring Organizations discovered that Public.Resource.Org, Inc. (“Public Resource”) was the 

source of the online posting.  Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit MMM is a true copy of 

a thread of emails exchanged among Laurie Wise, Suzanne Lane, David Frisbie, Jerry Sroufe, 

Marianne Ernesto, Barbara Plake, and myself1 sent between December 16, 2013 and February 4, 

                                                            
1 Laurie Wise is the Immediate Past President of NCME and was serving as President of NCME at the time of the 
email, Suzanne Lane is a member of the Standards Management Committee: , David Frisbie also is a member of the 
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2014, discussing Public Resource’s posting of the 1999 Standards on the Internet, and marked as 

Exhibit 1185 during my deposition. 

22. Past harm to the Sponsoring Organizations from Public Resource’s activities 

includes a lack of greater funding that otherwise would have been available for the update of the 

Sponsoring Organizations’ Standards from the 1999 to the 2014 versions, due to the reduced 

volume of sales of the 1999 Standards. 

23. Should Public Resource’s infringement be allowed to continue, the harm to the 

Sponsoring Organizations, and public at large who rely on the preparation and administration of 

valid, fair and reliable tests, includes: (i) uncontrolled publication of the 1999 Standards without 

any notice that those guidelines have been replaced by the 2014 Standards; (ii) future 

unquantifiable loss of revenue from sales of authorized copies of the 1999 Standards (with 

proper notice that they are no longer the current version) and the 2014 Standards; and (iii) lack of 

funding for future revisions of the 2014 Standards and beyond. 

24. Due to the small membership size of NCME, and the relative minor portion of the 

membership of AERA and APA who devote their careers to testing and assessment, it is highly 

unlikely that the members of the Sponsoring Organizations will vote for a dues increase to fund 

future Standards revision efforts if Public Resource successfully defends this case and is allowed 

to post the Standards online for the public to download or print for free.  As a result, the 

Sponsoring Organizations would likely abandon their practice of periodically updating the 

Standards and there would be an absence of any authoritative and independent source of sound 

guidance relating to the development, use, and evaluation of psychological and educational tests.  

 

                                                                                                                                                                                                
Standards Management Committee; Jerry Sroufe is the Director of Government Relations at AERA, Marianne 
Ernesto is the Director, Testing and Assessment, at APA, and Barbara Plake was Laurie Wise’s co-chair of the Joint 
Committee for the revision of the 1999 Standards, which ultimately were published in 2014. 
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Dated: December  8, 2015    
   Wayne J. Camara 
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EXHIBIT 1 

 
WAYNE J. CAMARA 

  
OFFICE:        HOME: 
ACT        81 Lewis St., 
500 ACT Drive       Marion, MA 02738 
Iowa City, IA 52243-0168 
Tel (319) 337-1869 
wayne.camara@act.org       
 
EDUCATION: 
Ph.D.     1986   University of Illinois at Urbana, Psychology.  
     Educational Measurement  
     Cognate: Industrial and Organizational Psychology 
 
C.A.G.S. 1982    Rhode Island College (School Psychology), Providence, R.I. 
  
M.A.       1980    Rhode Island College (Educational Measurement),                      

Providence, R.I. 
  
B.A.        1978    University of Massachusetts (Psychology/Education), N. Dartmouth, MA   
 
PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE: 
     
ACT, Iowa City, IA 
Senior Vice President, Research (September 2013 - ) 
 
Oversees research departments across education and workforce assessments and services related to  
research, psychometrics, data reporting, statistical analysis, policy research, survey development, and 
industrial psychology services (e.g., job profiling).  Manage a staff of over 125 professional staff.  Serves on 
ACT’s strategic leadership team and is responsible for shaping and guiding organizational direction and 
planning, as well as representing the organization with external audiences and stakeholders in areas 
including accountability, research, admissions testing, etc.  Member of the Executive Leadership Team and 
business sponsor on a range of technology and development projects.   
 
The College Board, New York, NY 
Vice President, Research and Development (July, 2000 – September 2013) 
Executive Director, Office of Research and Development (March, 1997 - Present) 
Research Scientist (Sept. 1994 - Feb., 1997) 
  
Was responsible for all research, standards and alignment services, psychometric and assessment 
development activities at the College Board, including design and implementation of R&D activities that 
support College Board assessment programs (SAT, PSAT/NMSAT, AP, CLEP, Subject Tests, Accuplacer, 
SpringBoard, etc.).  Managed a staff of approximately 75 professionals across several units and locations: 
Research, Statistics and Psychometrics, Test Development, Analysis and Reporting, and Standards 
Alignment. Responsible for policy research, outreach with state assessment directors, higher educational 
institutions, state Boards of Education and other policy and governance bodies. Coordinate product 
planning and business planning for new assessments and enhancements to current assessments. 
Responsible for several external advisory panels and test development committees. Responsible for 
reporting SAT aggregate results to institutions, reviewing all items and final forms of the SAT, and other 
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operational work related to assessment development and delivery. Serves as a spokesperson for the 
College Board on technical and assessment policy discussions with the media, policymakers (e.g., 
testimony), institutions and other key stakeholders.  Works with states, districts, policy makers and higher 
educational systems, to provide data, analyses and information concerning student achievement and 
college readiness. Directed data release process, guidelines and approvals.  
 
Project manager for development of the New SAT and represents the College Board on issues of test 
development and research with universities, higher educational associations, states and districts, 
academic associations and other groups.  Responsible for hiring / management of vendors and 
academicians to implement research, review test forms and items, and prototype development. 
 
Specific areas of research include validity of admissions measures, evaluation of educational programs, 
include effects of accommodations and extended time for examines with disabilities, meta-analysis of SAT 
validity, grade inflation trends, and development of new constructs and measures relevant to an expanded 
predictor - criterion space.  
 
Selected development efforts: (1) Conceived, developed and conducted research resulting in AP Potential 
which is increased access to AP courses by identifying students with potential for success; (2) 2005 SAT 
redesign with writing; (3) Implementation of ECD and AP Redesign work in selected courses; (4) Research 
and transition plan to move AP, SAT and PSAT from formula scoring to rights only scoring; (5) Design on AP 
Portfolio and through course pilot; (6) Accuplacer diagnostic tests and replatforming; (7) Plan to migrate 
most research and selected psychometric operational work to the CB from vendors; and (8) Design of 
CLEP-testlet assessment.  
 
AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, Washington, D.C. 
Assistant Executive Director for Scientific Affairs and Executive Director of Science (1992 -1994.) Director, 
Scientific Affairs (February 1989 - Aug., 1992) 
Testing and Assessment Officer (Dec. 1987 - Jan. 1989)                
 
Project Director for the Revision of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing and 
Assessment. Managed the technical committee, various technical panels, a financial management 
committee and an executive committee comprised of the Presidents of APA, AERA, and NCME.  
 
Coordinated and developed all association policies and guidelines in areas of scientific affairs, scientific 
misconduct, research funding, and testing and assessment.  Major area of responsibilities in measurement 
and assessment included: (a) monitoring scientific and technical advances; (b) educating policy makers, the 
public, the media, and other professionals (e.g., employers, educators) of the relevance and appropriate 
applications of assessment; (c) developing technical guidance and policy statements that address new and 
emerging areas, reflecting both the scientific and professional consensus in assessment; (d) working 
collaboratively with other professional associations, advocacy groups, and governmental agencies; and (e) 
testimony and advocacy on the efficacy of behavioral science.  
 
Directed APA involvement in numerous assessment issues at the national level: SCANS, Americans with 
Disabilities Act, national education standards, industry-based skills standards, Civil Rights Act of 1991, 
efficacy of clinical assessment, integrity testing, and test-based accountability initiatives. Assisted in 
developing amicus briefs for Supreme Court, informing policymakers, media, and the public of technical 
advances in assessment (e.g., validation strategies, computer-based and interactive assessments, 
implications of fairness and utility analyses, etc.) and behavioral science research more broadly.  
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GEORGE WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY, Washington DC  
Adjunct Professor of Administrative Sciences and College of Business (1988 - 1994) 
Taught graduate seminars in training, performance evaluation, personnel selection, and organizational 
behavior.  Served on several doctoral dissertations in I-O psychology. 
 
HUMAN RESOURCES RESEARCH ORGANIZATION, Alexandria, VA, 
Senior Scientist (Feb. 1987 - November 1987), Research Scientist (August 1985 - Feb. 1987) 
 
Conducted research and managed grants and proposal development in areas of job analysis, competency 
modeling, military testing, training, and personnel selection. Projects including:  
 

Investigated the utility of algorithms used in computer-based job classification systems employed by 
each branch of the military service.  Developed a crosswalk between military occupations in each 
service branch and civilian occupations.    
 
Project Director and Principal Investigator for contracts funded by the Assistant Secretary of Defense 
and the Navy Personnel Research and Development Center to conduct a longitudinal evaluation of the 
impact of military training and service on subsequent employment/social success of low aptitude 
youth enlisted in the military. 
 
Developed training and career development system for first-line civilian supervisors in the U.S. Army. 
Provided recommendations for the career development and training of future and incumbent Army 
civilian first-line supervisors.   
 
Developed training evaluation instruments and conducted evaluation of counselor training in the use 
and interpretation of the ASVAB.    
 
Managed and conducted several job analysis projects for military and civilian occupations with the 
Department of Defense. 

 
PERSONNEL SERVICES OFFICE, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, Champaign, IL 
Human Resources Consultant (1983-85), Illinois State Civil Service 
 
Designed and managed R&D projects including the development of a computerized adaptive screening 
measure to optimize the matching of jobs and applicants of Civil Service positions.  Conducted a large-
scale job analysis of 70 professional and technical job classifications.  Used multiple-rater, multiple-
method job analyses and applied generalizability theory to interpret findings. Performed validation studies 
of existing civil service exams. 
  
DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS AT URBANA-CHAMPAIGN 
Teaching Assistant and Academic Advisor (1983-85). Research Assistant (1984-85). 
 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS 
Psychological Evaluator (1983-84). Administered, scored, and interpreted a variety of psychological and 
cognitive measures.  
 
BRISTOL COMMUNITY COLLEGE, Fall River, MA 
Lecturer (Spring 1980 -1982), Psychology and Education 
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WEST BRIDGEWATER PUBLIC SCHOOLS, West Bridgewater, MA 
School Psychologist (1979-82) 
 
Chairperson on team evaluations and reviews.  Representative for the school district in out-of-district 
placements, conferences, and regional and state planning meetings. 
 
Psychological testing – psychodiagnostic and learning assessment - individual IQ tests, projective testing, 
special abilities testing, including two years of clinical supervision.   Developed detailed assessment and 
remediation plans for over 150 students. 
 
PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS: 
 American Psychological Association - Elected Fellow, 1994 
   Division of Educational Psychology  
   Division of Evaluation, Measurement, and Statistics – Elected Fellow, 2002 
   Division of General Psychology – Elected Fellow, 1994 
   Division of Military Psychology 
   Division of International Psychology – Elected Fellow, 2009 
American Psychological Society, Elected Fellow 2007 
American Educational Research Association – Elected Fellow 2008 
International Association of Applied Psychology 
International Test Commission 1997 
National Association of Collegiate Admissions Counselors 
National Council for Measurement in Education 
New York Academy of Sciences – Elected, 2002 
Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan Washington  
Society for Industrial/Organizational Psychology – Elected Fellow, 1999 
 
RELATED PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES AND AWARDS: 
American Educational Research Association, Division D (Measurement and Research Methodology);  
Co-Chair, Annual Convention Program, 1998. 
 
American Psychological Association: Appointed APA Member of the Joint Committee on Testing Practices, 
1997-2000; Elected to Council of Representatives, 1997-2000; Member of Joint Science and Practice 
Integration Task Force, 1998; Member CODAPAR, 2004-2007. 

Division of Evaluation, Measurement and Statistics, Member-at-Large, 1997-2000; Chair; 
Professional Affairs, 1995-96, Member, Program Committee, 1992, 1994.  
Division of Military Psychology: Chair, Program Committee, 1988.  
Division of General Psychology: Chair, Membership Committee, 1996; Member-at-Large, 2002-
2005.  

 
Associate Editor, Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 1996 – 1999; Journal of Experimental 
Psychology – Applied, 2001 – 2007; Advisory Editor, Journal of Educational Measurement 2008 – , 
Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 2012 - . 
 
Audit team, Psychometric and measurement graduate program, University of North Carolina at 
Greensboro, spring, 2006.  
 
Author of numerous technical and policy statements approved by the American Psychological Association 
(e.g., Statement on the disclosure of test data, Statement on the Golden Rule, Resolution on a separate 
directorate for behavioral sciences at NSF). 
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Author, test reviews on numerous employment, organizational and career tests for Buros Mental 
Measurements Yearbook  1994, 1996, 1997, 1998, 2000, 2005, 2006, 2008. 
 
Award for Distinguished Service Contributions, the Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 
2004.  
 
Award for Professional Contributions and Service to Testing, Association of Test Publishers, 2014. 
 
Award (to staff unit) for Dissemination of Educational Measurement Concepts to the Public, Code of Fair 
Testing Practices in Education National Council on Measurement in Education, 1989 
 
Award for New Product Development, Testlet Design for CLEP, Educational Testing Service, 1998. 
 
Board of Advisors, Center for Enrollment Research Policy and Practice, University of Southern California, 
2008 –  
 
Council of Chief State School Officers, Technical Issues in Large Scale Assessment (TILSA), 2014 -   
 
Common Core State Standards – Assisted in development and policy oversight in joint effort led by CCSSO 
and National Governors Association (2009-10). 
 
Editorial Board, International Journal of Selection and Assessment (2001 - 06), Military Psychologist (2002 -
07), Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied (2001 - 07), Educational Measurement: Issues and 
Practice (2010 – current), NCME Edited Book Series (2014 – current). 
 
Expert in judicial and regulatory proceedings involving cognitive ability testing, accommodations and score 
comparability in admissions testing, personality testing and disparate impact, job analysis and recruitment 
practices, affirmative action (Gratz v. Bollinger), and copyright infringement on the Standards for 
Educational and Psychological Testing. 
 
Independent Consultant (selected list), American Council on Education, Goodyear Corporation, American 
Waterways, Federal Reserve Bank of New York, City University of New York, Maryland State Departments 
of Education, Army Research Institute, American Institute for Research, US DOE, Tennessee Department of 
Education, PSI, Wonderlic Inc., employment and labor attorneys and several other organizations in areas 
of employment testing, educational evaluation, college readiness and standard setting, performance 
appraisal systems, and survey research. 
 
Journal Reviewer: American Psychologist; Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice; Educational 
Researcher; Personnel Psychology; Psychology, Public Policy and the Law; Journal of Occupational Health 
Psychology; Journal of Educational Measurement, Applied Educational Measurement, Journal of 
Educational Measurement, Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, Journal of Applied Psychology, 
Human Factors, Military Psychologist, etc.   
 
Media experience: Appeared on national and local television and radio (CNN, Good Morning America, BBC, 
PBS) to discuss the use Civil Rights Act, ADA, personality testing and admissions testing; Frequently quoted 
in major newspaper stories involving testing, 1992- Present.   
 
Member of International Standards Organization (ISO) Working Group on International Standards on  
Psychological testing (ANSI), 2007 – 2010. 
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National Academy of Sciences, Panelist and participant in workshops sponsored by the Board of Testing 
and Assessment on School-to-Work (1997-98), Collegiate Admissions testing, and Accommodations and 
flagging test scores for disabled test takers (1997, 2003). 
 
National Council on Education in Measurement,  

Chair, Professional Responsibilities Committee, 1996 - 2000.  
Chair, Career Award Committees, 2015-2016. 
Fund Development Committee, 2013-2016 

 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement, Technical Review Committee for grants associated with 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress, 1992-1997.   
 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology:  Member of Executive Committee, 1988- 2003; Chair, 
External Affairs Committee, 1993-95; Chair, Awards Committee, 1991-93; Chair, Membership Committee, 
1988-91; Membership Committee, 1987-88; Program Committee 1986-87; 1998-99;  Fellowship 
Committee 2007-10; and Distinguished Service Award 2011-13. Designed membership survey and 
developed first SIOP membership directory.  
 
Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, AERA, APA and NCME. Staff  Director (1992-94); 
Chair, Management Committee (2005-2015). 
 
Standard Setting Approaches and Policy Capturing for College and Career Readiness (Consultation to 
several states) (2010-current).  
 

• NAEP linkages and alignment studies with SAT and Accuplacer (2011-12) and ACT, Explore, 
Compass (2014-15). 

• STARR end-of-course examinations, Texas Educational Agency (2012) 
• End-of-course tests, Tennessee Department of Education (2011) 
• Achieve Inc. Algebra II examination (2008-10). 
• New York State (2012-13, through College Board contract). 
• Wyoming, Department of Education (2014, ACT contract). 
• South Carolina, Department of Education (2015, ACT contract). 

 
Technical or Scientific Advisory Committee Member:  

• Advisory Panel and Steering Panel, Department of Labor-OERI effort to develop assessments to 
measure competencies from the Secretary's Commission on Achieving Necessary Skills (SCANS), 
ACT, Iowa City, IA, 1992-94. 

• American Association of Medical Colleges, Blue Ribbon Technical Panel on additional measures for 
admission to medical colleges, 2012 - 2015. 

• American Diploma Project, Multi-state Algebra assessments, Research Alliance supported by 
Achieve for 16 states, 2007 – 2010.  

• American Institute of Certified Public Accountants, Psychometric Oversight Committee, 2011 – 
2014. 

• Army Research Institute for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, Chair Scientific Review Panel on 
Selection and Classification Program, 2003; Panel member of the technical advisory panel on ABLE, 
2001-02. 

• Congressional Office of Technology Assessment. Technical assistance for study on integrity testing 
in employment settings, 1989-90, and study on performance assessments in school testing, 1991. 

• Delaware State Education Department, Chair TAC on Race to the Top 2011-2013. 
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• Department of Defense, ASVAB testing program, 2000-2008, (chair 2002-2008).   
• International Standards Organization, ISO Standard 10667 (organizational assessment), U.S. team 

on international development committee 2009-2012. 
• Law School Admissions Council (chair), Technical Audit Team 2009. 
• Metametrics, Technical Advisory Committee, 2013-2016. 
• National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), College freshmen technical panel, 2009 – 

2010; Technical Advisory Committee on Standard Setting (Writing), 2010-2014; Advisory panel on 
survey of higher educational institutions on use of assessments for College Readiness and 
Placement, 2011-12. 

• NCAA Data and Analysis Research Group, 2005-2008. 
• Nebraska State Department of Education (TAC) 2008 – 2013.  
• PARCC – Technical Advisory Committee, 2010 – 2013. 
• Pearson Test of English, Scientific Advisory Committee, 2009 – 2013. 
• Pennsylvania State Department of Education (TAC) 2003 -  current 
• Psychological Services Inc., employment-certification testing, Scientific Advisory Board,  2011 - 

current 
• Texas State Department of Education (TAC) 2011 - current 
• Technical Advisor Reporting Jointly to Texas Educational Authority and Texas Higher Education 

Coordinating Board 2008. 
• U.S. Department of Education, National Advisory Technical Panel on NCLB Reporting, 2008-11.  
• U.S. Department of Labor, Technical advisor, National Job Analysis and Skills Assessment, 1993-96.  

 
U.S. Congress Office of Technology Assessment: Reviewer and panelist, Making the ADA work for people 
with psychiatric disabilities in the workplace, 1993.  
 
Workshop presenter in areas of testing, employment selection and litigation, testing and public policy, 
ADA, work-based learning, testing standards, SIOP Principles, diversity in admissions, ethics in assessment, 
predictive validity, admissions testing, higher educational assessment, and research funding at regional 
applied I-O meetings and conferences. 
 
ELECTED POSITIONS: 
American Educational Research Association, Division D (Measurement and Research Methodology), Vice 
President and Council Representative, 2012-2015.  
 
American Psychological Association: Council of Representatives, 1997-2003 (SIOP). 
 
Association of Test Publishers: Board of Directors 2004 – 2008; Chair 2007; Treasurer 2008-2010. 
 
Division of Evaluation, Measurement, and Statistics, American Psychological Association: President, 2000-
01, Member-at-Large, 1997-2000. 
 
Division of General Psychology, American Psychological Association: Member-at-Large, 2002-2005.  
 
National Council on Education in Measurement: Board of Directors, 2002 – 2005, 2009-2012. President 
2010-11.  
 
Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology:  Member of Executive Committee, 1988- 2003; 
Council Representative, 1997-2003; Member-at-Large, 1995-97 
 
TESTIMONY:  
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California Legislature on Test validity and consequences of subgroup differences in ability testing, 1997.  
  
Invited testimony before the National Commission on Testing and Public Policy, 1989 
 
Maine Joint Committee on Education and Cultural Affairs on the subject of Legislative Document No. 843 - 
- H.P. 1283, January 17, 2006. 
 
Michigan Senate Education Committee, on the replacement of the MAEP and the use of admissions tests 
for accountability, April 22, 2004. 
 
National Advisory Commission on Work-Based Learning, 1992 – 93. 
 
National Assessment Governing Body, panel on testing persons with disabling conditions, October 14, 
1998.  
 
National Research Council's Committee on National Research Service Awards, May 1993. 
 
Nevada Legislative Hearing on College and Career Readiness, Reno, NV., May 2012.  
 
New York Assembly Committee, Test Disclosure, 1990.  
 
New York Senate Committee, Proposed legislation to regulate admissions testing, 2006.  
 
U.S. Congress, House Education and Labor Subcommittee, Goals 2000, 1993. 
 
U.S. Congress, House Appropriations Subcommittee, Research Funding in Behavioral Sciences, 1992. 1993.  
 
U.S. Congress, Senate and House Committees, Prepared testimony for APA presented on Civil Rights Act, 
Polygraph Protection Act, Integrity Testing, American 2000, Americans with Disabilities, and 
Appropriations.   
 
U.S. Department of Education Hearings on Common Assessments for College and Career Readiness, 
November 2009.  
 
EXTERNAL GRANTS (PROJECT DIRECTOR): 
National Assessment Governing Board (NAGB) (2008-10). Co-Project Director. Alignment and linkage of   
Twelfth grade NAEP and the SAT.  
 
Southern Regional Educational Board (2000-01). Project Manager. Design and development of common 
Algebra assessment and item bank. 
 
Office of Educational Research and Improvement (1996-98). Project Manager. Research grant to examine 
the generalizability and utility of local models for scoring performance assessments. Working 
collaboratively with six school districts examining different models for local scoring of Pacesetter 
culminating assessments.  
 
Maryland Department of Education (1996-97).  Project Director. Contract to design Maryland’s High School 
Assessment System.  Designing requirements and specifications for an end-of-course assessment system 
for high school graduation and higher education uses. Conducting public engagement with stakeholder 
groups and advising the state board.  
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National Institute of Occupational Health and Safety (1992-1994). Project Director. Cooperative agreement 
to develop a model interdisciplinary program to train doctoral level psychologists in occupational health 
psychology and disseminate research on preventive interventions to policymakers, psychologists and 
researchers.    
  
Department of Labor, (July, 1992-93). Project Director. Grant to support a review of methodologies and 
strategies in cognitive psychology and job analysis appropriate for the next revision of the "Dictionary of 
Occupational Titles."  
 
National Institute on Drug Abuse, (February 1992). Co-Project Director. Examination of awareness and 
knowledge of the mechanisms for receiving outside funding to support research by recent doctoral degree 
recipients in psychology.   
 
National Science Foundation, Principle Investigator or Co-PI on several contracts related to AP Redesign 
and Instructional development.  
 
PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT: 
Business and Project Plan for Computerized CLEP Examinations.  Award for New Product Development, 
Educational Testing Service, 1998. 
 
Led CB/ETS psychometric/research and redesign teams for the 2005 SAT with writing. 
 
Prototype of Non-cognitive assessments for college admissions. Pilot testing in 2007-08 with applicants 
across 13 colleges.  
 
Psychometric Research and Design of AP Potential Software. Product introduced by College Board in 2001 
for expanding access in AP Courses and Examinations based on prior accomplishments and test 
performance. 
 
Study Skills Inventory for high school and college freshmen. Prototype completed and product in 
development, 2005-2009.  
 
SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY: 
Camara, W.J., O’Connor, R., Mattern, K., and Hanson, M.A. (Eds.). (2015). Beyond academics: A holistic 
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ACT. Retrieved from http://www.act.org/research/researchers/reports/pdf/ACT RR2015-4.pdf  
 
Mattern, K., Burrus, J., Camara, W.J., O’Connor, R., Hanson, M.A., Gambrell, J., Casillas. A., and Bobek, B. 
(2014). Broadening the definition of college and career readiness: A holistic approach. ACT Research 
Report 2014 (6). Iowa City, IA: ACT. Retrieved from 
http://www.act.org/research/researchers/reports/pdf/ACT RR2014-5.pdf  
 
[R]Camara, W.J. (2014). Issues facing testing organizations in using the Standards for Educational and 
Psychological Testing.  Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 33 (4) 13-15. 
  
[R] Camara, W.J. (2013). Defining and measuring college and career readiness: A validation framework for 
new State consortium assessments. Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice, 32 (4) 16-27. 
 

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-76   Filed 12/21/15   Page 18 of 32

JA2561

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 257 of 517



W. Camara  10 
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PARCC.  Available at http://www.parcconline.org/sites/parcc/files/PARCC%20CCR%20paper%20v14%201-
8-12.pdf  
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Camara, W. J. (1995).  APA involvement in employment testing policy and litigation: An historical overview.  
Unpublished manuscript. 
   
[R]Camara, W.J. and Schneider, D. (1994).  What we know and still don't know about integrity tests. 
American Psychologist, 47 (3). 
 
Camara, W.J., and Baum, C. (1993). Developing careers in research: Knowledge, attitudes and intentions of 
recent doctoral recipients in psychology.  (Final report 92MF04400101D) Rockville, MD, National Institute 
of Drug Abuse.    
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Camara, W.J. (1992). Fairness and "fair-use" in employment testing: A matter of perspectives (pp. 215-
233).  In Geisinger, K, Testing of Hispanics. Washington, DC: APA     
 
[R]Camara, W.J. (1991). A national exam: Has its time come?  Child Behavior & Development, 7 (9-10).    
 
[R]Camara, W.J., et. al. (1990).  Enhancing psychological science: A report by the Science Advisory 
Committee.  American Psychologist, 45 (7). 
 
[R]Fremer, J., Diamond, E., and Camara, W. (1989). Developing  a "Code of Fair Testing in Education." 
American Psychologist, 44 (7), 1062-1067.  
  
[R]Bond, L., Camara, W.J., and VandenBos, G.R. (1989).  Psychological test standards and clinical practice. 
Hospital and Community Psychiatry, 40 (7), 687-693. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1989). Detecting dishonest employees: What is the state of the art? Proceedings of the 
Second Annual National Assessment Conference, (pp.26-28) University of Minnesota and Personnel 
Decisions Inc., Minneapolis, MN. 
 
Camara, W.J., Kuhn, D., and Ziemak, J. (1987). Development and training of Army civilian first-line 
supervisors. (Final Report FR-87-36). Alexandria, VA. Human Resources Research Organization. 
 
[R]Waters, B.K., Laurence, J.H., & Camara, W.J. (1987).  Personnel enlistment and classification procedures 
in the U.S. Military. Washington, D.C.:  National Academy of Science Press. 
  
Camara, W.J., & Laurence, J.H. (1987).  Military classification and high aptitude recruits (Technical Report 
TR-PRD-87-16).  Alexandria, VA.  Human Resources Research Organization. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1986).  The effects of job previews on self-selection decisions.  Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 47, DA8623268. 
  
Camara, W.J.  (1984). Assessment centers:  A critical review of the literature.  Unpublished Paper, 
Champaign-Urbana:  University of Illinois. 
  
Camara, W.J.  (1983). Personnel selection: A classification and review of techniques.  Unpublished Masters 
Thesis, Champaign-Urbana:  University of Illinois. 
  
Camara, W.J.  (1981)  Infusion - inservice: Career awareness.  A Massachusetts guide: Promising practices 
in career education. Boston, MA: Department of Education. 
 
SELECTED PRESENTATIONS: 
Camara, W.J. (2015). Employing empirical data in judgmental processes. Paper presented at the National 
Conference on Student Assessment, San Diego, CA.  
 
Camara, W.J. and Westrick, P. (2015). Admissions testing in the United States. Invited presentation at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association in Chicago, IL.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2015). "Evidentiary basis related to claims concerning college and career readiness." 
Colloqium, University of Massachusetts, Amherst, Graduate Program in Education. 
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Camara, W.J. (2015). Overview of the 2014 Revision of the ‘Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing.’ Paper presented at the Association of Test Publishers, Palm Springs, CA.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2014). Test security: Prevention-detection-investigation. Workshop presentation for the 
Minnesota State Department of Education, Offices of Assessment and Accountability.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2014). How has our approach to test security evolved and where are we headed. Paper 
presented at the Conference on Test Security, Iowa City, IA.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2014). Developing sources of validation evidence across assessment settings. Invited 
presentation at the International Testing Commission, San Sebastian, Spain.  
 
Camara, W.J. and Shaw, D. (2014). Use of comment codes during performance scoring to provide 
formative feedback. Paper presented the National Conference on Student Assessment, New Orleans, LO. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2014).  Employing empirical data in judgmental standard setting processes. Paper presented 
at the Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Honolulu, HI. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2014). Fisher v. University of Texas: The future of affirmative action. Participant in panel at 
the Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Honolulu, HI. 
  
Camara, W.J. (2014).  AERA Vice-Presidential Symposia: Technology Enhanced Items in Large Scale 
Assessments. Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Philadelphia, PA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2013). PISA’s use for international benchmarking and comparisons of post-secondary 
readiness.  Invited panel, Oxford University.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2013). College and career readiness: Criterion-related outcomes. Invited address at the 
Maryland Assessment Research Center for Educational Success, University of Maryland at College Park.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2013). Implications of consortia assessments for Higher Education. Paper presented at the 
National Conference on Student Assessment at the National Harbor, MD.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2013). Innovations in psychometrics and assessment.  Developing college and career 
readiness assessments. Workshop at the National Center for Measurement in Education, San Francisco, 
CA.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2012). Admissions practices and college going in the U.S. Invited presenter at the 
International Conference on Assessment and Evaluation, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. National Center on 
Assessment in Higher Education.  
 
Reshetar, R., and Camara, W. J. (2012). Redesigning the Advanced Placement Science Assessments 
application of evidence centered design. Invited Panelist at the National Research Council Workshop.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2012). College and career readiness: Establishing validation evidence to support the use of 
new assessments. Invited lecture at the Pearson Center for Applied Psychometric Research, University of 
Texas at Austin.  
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Camara, W.J. (2012). Defining and measuring college and career readiness: Developing Performance level 
descriptors and defining criteria. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, Vancouver, Canada.   
 
Camara, W.J. (2012). Invited panel presentation on data integrity and cheating. National Center on 
Educational Statistics.  Sponsored Symposium on Testing Integrity, Washington, D.C.   
  
Camara, W.J. (2011). College and career readiness: An initial validation argument. Paper presented at the 
National Conference on Student Assessment, Orlando, FL. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2011). Developing and expanding state K-20 longitudinal data systems:  Common core state 
standards and consortia assessments. Paper presented at the National Conference on Student 
Assessment, Orlando, FL. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2011).  The revised testing standards: Potential impact and consequences for assessments in 
employment and business settings. Invited address at the International Personnel Assessment Council, 
Washington, DC.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2011).  College and career readiness standards and assessments: An initial validation 
argument.  Paper presented at the CCSSO National Conference on Student Assessment, Orlando, FL. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2011). Empirical benchmarks in a judgmental standard setting process.  Paper presented at 
the Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, New Orleans, LA.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2011).  Uncovering Educational Measurement & Assessment Professionals: Demographics, 
Education, Experience and Engagement. Presidential Address at the Annual Meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education, New Orleans, LA.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2011). Formative assessment: Implications of the common core on classroom assessment.  
Invited address at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Classroom 
Assessment SIG.  
 
Camara, W. J., Wiley, A., Wyatt, J., and Kobrin. J. (2011). College readiness benchmarks.  Paper presented 
at the Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, New Orleans, LA.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2010).  Validating claims and evidence related to student college and career readiness: 
Lessons learned from higher education.  Invited presentation at the Annual CCSSO Policy Meeting, 
Louisville, KY.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2010).  Developing benchmarks for college and career readiness. Paper presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Denver, CO. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2010).  Multidimensional models of college readiness.  Paper presented at the Large Scale 
Assessment Conference,  Detroit, MI.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2010).  Progress in revising the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing.  the 
Annual Conference of the American Psychological Association, San Diego, CA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2009). Operational Issues in Developing National Admissions Testing and College Credit 
Testing Programs in the U.S. Invited Colloquium at the University of Aachen, Germany. 
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Camara, W.J. (2009). Common Core Standards and Coordinated State Assessment. Invited Symposium at 
the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Council, Denver, CO.  
 
Camara, W.J. (2009). You can get there from here: Innovation in Educational assessment and linking 
accountability tests. Invited address at the National Conference of State Legislators, Washington, DC.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2009).  Noncognitive assessments in college admissions.  Paper presented at the Annual 
Conference of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, Canada.  
 
Camara, W., Kobrin, J., Mattern, K., Patterson, B., and Shaw, E. (2008). The Long and Winding Road: 
Researching the Validity of the SAT. Invited paper at the 9th annual conference of the Maryland 
Assessment Research Center for Education Success (MARCES), College Park, MD.   
 
Camara, W. J. (2008). Innovations in assessment. Presenter at the Invitational Conference Educational 
Testing in America: State Assessment, Achievement Gaps, Federal Policy and Innovations, Sponsored by 
ETS and the College Board, Washington, DC. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2008). College readiness vs college admissions: Will we ever resolve the chasm between the 
K-12 and Higher Education?  Invited address at Invitational Conference on Defining Enrollment in the 21st 
Century, sponsored by the University of Southern California’s Center for Enrollment Research, Policy and 
Practice.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2008). Diversity in admissions. Invited Address at the ETS Conference of Institutional 
Researchers, Measuring Success and Making Assessment Data Work at Your Institution, Princeton, NJ. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2008). The educational measurement profession: state of our art. Presentation at the 
annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, New York, NY.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2007).  Protecting test takers. Invited Presidential Symposium at the Annual Conference of 
the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2007).  Revising the standards for educational assessment.  Invited Symposium at the 
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2006).  Using norm referenced tests for accountability under NCLB. Presenter at the Annual 
Meeting of the National Association of Collegiate Admissions Counselors, Pittsburgh, PA. 
 
Camara, W. and Schmidt, A. (2006). University Admissions Practices in the US and the Role of Admissions 
Tests. Invited Address at UCAS Conference, Nottingham, United Kingdom.  
 
Camara, W J. (2005).  Constraints in current admissions practices: Impacts on diversity and definition of 
college success. Invited Address at the Goldman-Sachs Foundation and ETS Symposium on Addressing 
Achievement Gaps, Princeton, NJ.  
 
Camara, W. J. (2005).  Update on the new SAT. Annual Meeting of the National Association of Collegiate 
Admissions Counselors, Tampa, FL. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2005).  Design and development of the SAT Writing Test. National Council on Measurement 
in Education, Montreal, Canada.  
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Camara, W.J., Kobrin, J., and Sathy, J (2005).  Is there an SES advantage on the SAT and college 
performance?  National Council on Measurement in Education, Montreal, Canada.  
 
Camara, W. (2004).  The Use of Qualitative and Quantitative Data in Admissions. Annual Meeting of the 
National Association of Collegiate Admissions Counselors, Milwaukee, WI. 
 
Laitusus, V. Camara, W. J. and Wang, B. (2004).  An examination of differential item functioning for 
language minorities on a verbal and math reasoning test.  National Council on Measurement in Education, 
San Diego, CA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (2004).  New predictors in college admissions.  Annual Meeting of the Society of Industrial 
and Organizational Psychologists, Chicago, IL. 
 
Camara, W. J. (2003) Current tests and future designs in admissions testing: The new SAT. CASMA-ACT 
Invitational Conference.  Iowa City, IA. 
 
 Camara, W. J. (2003).  Validity and utility of admissions tests. Invited symposium, American Council on 
Education, Washington, DC. 
 
Camara, W.J.  (2003). Changes to the SAT: National Association of Collegiate Admissions Counselors. 
 
Camara, W. (2003). Making test results more useful and understandable: Advances in diagnostic score 
reporting. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, 
Chicago, IL. 
 
Camara, W. (2002). Revision of the Principles for the Validation and Use of Personnel Selection 
Procedures, Workshop conducted at the Mid-Atlantic Personnel Assessment Consortium, New York, NY.  
 
Camara, W. (2002). Predicting success in employment and education: Uses and limitations of tests and 
other factors. Invited address, New York Academy of Sciences. 
 
Camara, W. (2002). Prediction and testing. Invited address at the CRESST Conference on Assessment, 
Accountability and Improvement, Los Angeles, CA. 
 
Camara, W. (2002). Admissions tests : Use and value in higher education.  Invited address the Association 
of American Universities, Meeting of Presidents and Chancellors, Atlanta, GA.  
 
Camara, W. (2002).  The future of admissions testing.  Annual Meeting of the National Association of 
Collegiate Admissions Counselors, Salt Lake City. 
 
Camara, W. (2002).  Fairness in employment testing. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the 
American Psychological Association, Chicago, IL.  
 
Camara, W. (2002).  Testing and admissions in higher education. Invited presentation at the Annual 
Meeting of the American Association for the Advancement of Science, Boston, MA.  
 
Camara, W. (2001). The utility of the SAT I and SAT II for admission at the University of California and the 
nation. Paper presented at the Invitational Conference on Rethinking the SAT in university admissions, 
University of California at Santa Barbara. 
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Camara, W. (2001).  Test preparation on the SAT: Impact on validity. Paper presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Seattle, WA. 
 
Camara, W. (2001).  Utility of the SAT in college admissions. Colloquium at the University of California at 
Davis.  
 
Camara, W. (2001).  Do accommodations improve or hinder psychometric qualities of assessment? 
Presidential address for Division 5 at the Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, 
San Francisco, CA. 
 
Camara, W. (2000).  Future of educational assessment. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the 
American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C. 
 
Camara, W. (2000). Implications of the revised testing standards for personnel selection. Invited Address 
at the Annual Conference of the International Personnel Management Assessment Council, Washington.  
 
Camara, W. (2000). Performance of test takers with LD or ADD on the SAT and subsequent college 
behavior. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New 
Orleans, LA. 
 
Camara, W. (2000). Implications of the testing standards in personnel assessment. Presentation at the 
Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, New Orleans, LA. 
 
Camara, W. (1999). The revised 'Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing'. Workshop at the 
Mid-Atlantic Personnel Assessment Consortium, New York, NY. 
 
Camara, W. (1999). Retesting on the SAT under standard and non-standard administrations. Presentation 
at the National Conference of Measurement in Education, Montreal, Canada. 
 
Camara, W. (1999). Testing practices in clinical assessment. Paper presented at the American Psychological 
Association, Boston, MA.  
 
Camara, W. (1998). Accommodations for persons with disabilities: results of attempts to establish 
comparability in cognitive testing.  Continuing education  workshop at Personnel Testing Council of  
Metropolitan Washington.  
 
Camara, W. (1998).  Alternatives to item pattern scoring and use of response-time estimation in computer 
adaptive testing: Invited Presentation.  ETS Invitation Conference on future assessments, Philadelphia, PA.  
   
Camara, W. (1998). Future trends in assessment. Presentation at the Annual Conference for the Society for 
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Dallas, TX..   
 
Camara, W. (1998). Selection into I-O programs: Focus on GRE validity. Symposium at the Annual 
Conference for the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Dallas, TX 
 
Camara, W. (1998). Rights and responsibilities of test takers.  Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the  
National Council on Measurement in Education, San Diego, CA. 
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Scheuneman, J. and Camara, W. (1998).  Analysis of mathematics achievement in Pacesetter program. 
Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA. 
 
Camara, W. (1998). Evaluating math curricular reform efforts.  Presentation at the Annual Meeting of the 
American Educational Research Association, San Diego, CA. 
 
Camara, W. (1998). Psychometric and operational constraints remaining in CBT. Colloquium at Fordham 
University Graduate Departments of Psychology and Education, New York, NY.  
 
Camara, W. (1997). State and district accountability: Uses and misuses of assessments.  Presentation at 
the Large Scale Assessment Conference of the Council of Chief State School Superintendents, Colorado 
Springs, CO. 
 
Camara, W. (1997).  Effects of calculator use on performance of on a mathematics admissions test. Panel 
discussant at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL.  
 
Camara, W. (1997).  Assessing workplace skills: Public policy and technical considerations.  Colloquium at 
Baruch College, City University of New York.    
 
Camara, W. (1996). Effects of extended time on the performance of students with disabilities.  Paper 
presented at the Annual Conference of the National Association of  College Admissions  Counselors, 
Minneapolis, MN. 
 
Camara, W. (1996). Flagging test scores for students with disabilities: Understanding and using test scores 
for admissions and placement decisions.  College Board National Forum, New York, NY 
 
Camara, W. (1996). Adapting/ Translating educational and psychological tests: Issues, technical advances, 
and guidelines.  Panel discussion at the Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, 
Toronto, Canada. 
  
Camara, W. (1996).  Doctoral training in organizations: Comparisons among Business schools and 
Psychology departments.  Panel discussion at the Annual Meeting of the Society for Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology, San Diego, CA.   
 
Camara, W. (1996).  SCANS based competencies: Discussion of the national job analysis project. Discussant 
at the Large Scale Assessment Conference of the Council of Chief State School Superintendents, Phoenix, 
AZ. 
  
Camara, W. (1995).  Test speededness and other implications of testing persons with disabilities in large-
scale programs.  Paper presented at the October Meeting of the Personnel Testing Council, Washington, 
DC., and (1996) Mid-Atlantic Personnel Assessment Consortium, Potomac, MD.   
 
Camara, W. (1995).  Flagging of test scores: Policies, Data and Opportunities.  Panel discussion, ETS 
Committee for People with Disabilities, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ. 
  
Camara, W. (1995).  Lessons for test developers from the NACAC Commission on Standardized Testing.  
Paper presented at the Annual Conference of the National Association of College Admissions Counselors, 
Boston, MA.  
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Camara, W. (1995). Standard setting: A mixed bag of judgment, psychometrics and policy.  Paper 
presented at the Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, New  
York, NY. 
  
Camara, W. (1995).  Federal funding opportunities in Industrial and Organizational Psychology  (moderator 
and presenter).  Annual Conference of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Orlando, 
FL.  
 
Camara, W. (1995). The New SAT: Reactions (chair) Symposium at the Annual Meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA.  
 
Camara, W. (1994). International perspectives on test use: Options in education and  enforcement?  
Presentation at the 23rd International Congress of Applied Psychology, Madrid Spain.  
 
Camara, W, (1994). Developments in creating the new national database of occupational titles (chair and 
presenter).  Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Nashville.  
 
Camara, W. (1994).  The impact of national testing standards on personnel assessment.  Invited 
presentation at the International Personnel Management Association Assessment Council Meeting, 
Charleston, SC. 
 
Camara, W. (1994).  Test standards: Balancing technical, applied and policy issues.  Invited presentation, 
Personnel Testing Council of Washington, DC.  
 
Camara, W. (1993). Who should control access and use of Neuropsychological Tests? Invited presentation 
at the National Academy of Neuropsychology, Phoenix, AZ.  
 
Camara, W. (1993).  Implications of the "Americans with Disabilities Act" on Assessment, Invited address at 
International Personnel and Management Association, Sacramento, CA.    
 
Camara, W. (1993).  Ethical issues in research, teaching, and publication for industrial psychologists (chair, 
panelist). Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Camara, W. (1993).  I/O Psychology in the Public-Policy-Making Process (panelist). Society for Industrial 
and Organizational Psychology, San Francisco, CA. 
 
Lipsitt, L. & Camara, W.J. (1993). The childhood origins of creativity.  Paper presented at the Nebraska 
symposium on gifted children, Lawrence, Kansas. 
 
Camara, W. (1992).  100 Years of Psychological Testing (chair). Centennial Convention of the American 
Psychological Association, Washington, DC.    
 
Camara, W. (1992).  Occupational Health Psychology: A new specialty for psychology and training needs.  
Centennial Convention of the American Psychological Association, Washington, DC.    
 
Camara, W. (1992).  Correlates between personnel and educational assessment in national policy. Invited 
Address at the Annual Convention of the American Psychological Society, San Diego, CA.   
 
Camara, W.J. (1992).  Affirmative Action and the Civil Rights Act of 1991. Invited address at International 
Personnel and Management Association, Baltimore, MD.  
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Camara, W.J. (1992).  Americans with Disabilities Act and the Civil Rights Act of 1991: Implications for 
industrial psychologists.  Annual Conference of the Society of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 
Montreal, Quebec.   
 
Camara, W.J. (1992).  Scans and America 2000. Annual Conference of the Society of Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology, Montreal, Quebec.   
 
Camara, W.J. (1991).  Federal funding opportunities at ADAMHA, the Department of Energy and the 
Department of Agriculture (moderator).  Thirty-sixty Institute on Federal Funding, National Graduate 
University, Washington, D.C.  
 
Camara, W.J. (1990).  Disclosure of test scores, items and protocols in educational settings.  Paper 
presented at the 98th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association,  Boston, MA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1991).  Integrity testing: Risks and rewards.  Invited address, Personnel Testing Council of 
Washington, DC. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1989). Detecting dishonest employees: What is the state of the art?  Paper presented at the 
Annual National Assessment Conference of the University of Minnesota and Personnel Decisions Inc., 
Minneapolis, MN. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1989). Predicting Honesty: Scientific Evidence, Business Necessity, and Social Policy Issues. 
Paper presented at the 97th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, New Orleans, 
LO.  
 
Camara, W.J. (1989).  Legal burden in employment selection: Recent court decisions.  Symposium at the 
4th Annual Convention of the Society of Industrial/Organizational Psychologists, Boston, MA. 
 
Camara, W.J. and Kuhn, D. (1988). Development of a mixed standard rating scale for training and 
development. Paper presented in Division 14 of the 96th Annual Convention of the American Psychological 
Association, Atlanta, GA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1987).  The utility of a job-person match for personnel selection decisions.  Paper presented 
in Division 14 of the 95th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, New York, NY. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 289 149). 
 
Ziemak, J.P., Camara, W.J., Fisher, G.P., and Darmsteadt, G.H. (1987).  Development of effective army 
civilian first-line supervisors.  Paper presented at the 29th Annual Military Testing Association Conference, 
Quebec, Canada. 
 
Camara, W.J., Colot, P., Hutchinson, G., & Campbell, B. (1987).  The reality of data collection.  Paper 
presented at the 95th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, New York, NY. (ERIC 
Document Reproduction Service No. 290 775). 
   
Camara, W.J. (1986).  The utility of biodata in predicting military performance.  Paper presented at the 
26th Annual Military Testing Association Conference, Mystic, CT. 
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Camara, W.J.  (1986). Effects of job previews on personnel selection.  Paper presented at the National 
Conference of the Association of Human Resources Management and Organizational Behavior, New 
Orleans, LA. 
 
Camara, W.J. (1986).  Equivalence of rater sources on job analysis ratings.  Paper presented in division 14 
at the 94th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C. (ERIC 
Doc.Reproduction Service No. ED 281 455). 
  
Camara, W.J. and Means, B. (1986).  Status of low-aptitude accessions following military service.  Paper 
presented at the 94th Annual Convention of the American Psychological Association, Washington, D.C.  
 
Additional presentations at national and regional meetings and university colloquium not normally cited.  
9/2015 
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From: 
To: 
CC: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

\.;UI llJU<::I IUi:11 

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC Document 60-77 Filed 12/21/15 Page 2 of 3 

John S. Neikirk 
•wayne Camara' 
Suzanne Lane (sl+@pitt.edu); dfrisbie@uiowa.edu; Felice Levine 
2/14/2014 9:40:11 PM 
RE: Existing standards 

Hi Wayne, thanks for your message and letting me Know that this is possible. We are In communication With AERA's 
legal counsel, and perhaps also some outside help as well. We will be in touch as soon as we learn more. 

Best wishes, Jorn 

John Neikirk 
Director of Publications 
American Edl.Jcational Research Association 
1430 K Street, NW, Suite 1200 
washlngton, DC 20005 
202.238.3238 
jneikirk@aera.net 

From: Wayne camara [mailto:Wayne.Camara@act.org] 
Sent: Friday, February 07, 2014 8:26 AM 
To: John 5. Neikirk 
Cc: Suzanne Lane (sl+@pitt.edu); dfrisbie@uiowa.edu 
Subject: RE: Existing Standards 

John - the management committee has funds to cover any legal work that might be needed to get this issue escalated. 
So feel free to let us know if you want to bring in some legal counsel to pursue this. 

From: Johns. Neikirk rmailto:JNeikirk@aera.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 05, '2014 10:35 AM 
To: Felice Levine; Wayne Camara; Ernesto, Marianne; 'lwise@humrro.org'; SL@pitt.edu; Frisbie, DaVid A; Gerald Sroufe 
Cc: Barbara Plake 
Subject: RE: Existing standards 

Hello everyone, I am following up on the messages from December about the pdf posting of Standards at: 
https~//law.resource.ori:!/pub/us/cfr/ibr/001/aera.standards.1999 .pdf 

[ had thought this was taken down after I wrote to the organization in December, asking that the pdf be take,t dow1i 
inuuedfately. I checked yesterday and the pdf is still available,] wrote back to the orgaruzation, and 1 received a re_ply \\-1th the 
attached pdf letter, which had been sent in December apparently (the messages from this organization go straight into spam). 

As you can see from the attached 1etter, the author (Carl Malamud of Public.Resource.Org) claims that tire 1999 ediLio11 is in 
now in die public domain because it was Incorporated by Reterence by the Department of Education. 
Please . .see: bttp://ww,Y.ecfr.gov/cgl-bin/te:-..t-idx?c=ecfr&sid=c67daaa426ddc;f9S38ea4247c36c938&rgu=div8&.i,ie,,9ext& 
L10de=34:3 . L.3.1.3•1 I0.39.8&idno=34 

We are looking into this uow and will repo1t back to the gl'Oup when '"-e have more infom1atiou. 

Best wishes, John 

Joh1l Neikirk 
Director of Publications 
American Educational Research Association 
1430 K Street, NW, Suite 1200 
washington. DC 20005 

I : Exn\bit 
i 

\~,is 
I. 

1 ' 
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202.238.3238 
jneikirk@aera.net 

From: Felice Levine 
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 2:38 PM 
To: 'Wayne Camara'; Ernesto, Marianne; 'lwise@humrro.org'; SL@oitt.edu; Frisbie, David A; Gerald Sroufe 
Cc: Barbara Plake; John S. Nei.kirk 
Subject: RE: Existing Standards 

Yes, wow •... This must be a copyright infringement or something 1o the equivi:1fent. ... But John will look into this, felice 

--~ .. ·---·-·--- - - - - ----
From: Wayne Camara [mailto:Wayne.Camara@act.org1 
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 2:16 PM 
To: Ernesto, Marianne; 'lwise@huinrro.org'; SL@pitt.edu; Frisbie, David A~ Gerald Sroufe; Felice Levine 
Cc: Barbara Plake 
Subject: RE: Existing Standards 

Jerry and Felice- can you look into this? We need to get them to pull this off the web. 

From: Ernesto, Marianne [mailto:MErnesto@apa.org l 
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 1:09 PM 
To: 'lwjse@humrro.org'; SL@pitt.edu; Wayne Camara; Frisbie, David A 
Cc: Jeny Sroufe; Barbara Plake 
Subject: RE: Existing S~ndards 

This is news to mel 

Jerry and all, 
Any idea how this got posted? 

Mariame 

From: lwise@humn:o.org [mailto:lwise@humrro.org] 
Sent: Monday, December 16, 2013 1 :53 PM 
To: SL@pitt.edu; Wayne Camara; Frisbie, David A 
Cc: Jerry Sroufe; Ernesto, Marianne; Barbara Plake 
Subject: Existing Standards 

Are they supposed to be available (in pelf form) free? 

http~! /law.resource. org/pu b/us/cfr/ibr/00 llaern.standards.1999. pdf 

Lauress (Laurie) L Wise, Prtncipal Scientist 
Human Resources Research Organ1:zatioo (HurnRRO) 
20 Ragsdale Drive, Suite 260 
Monterey, CA 93940 
Phone: 831-647-1004 
Fax: 831-375-4021 
Cell; 703-727-3817 
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UNITED STATES DI TRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

AMERICAN DUCATIONALRESEARCH ) 
AS OCJATION, INC., AMERICAN ) 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, rNC., ) 
and NATIONAL CO IL N ) 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION INC. ) 

) 
Plaintiff: ) 

V. 

PUBLIC.RE OURC .ORG, INC .. 

Defendant. 

) 
) 
) 

__________ ) 
J. L VINE declare: 

ivil Action No. 1: l 4-cv-00857-TSC-DAR 

DECLARATION OF FELICE 
J. LEVINE IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS' MOTION Fon 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND ENTRY 
OF A PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

1. I am the Executive Director of the American Educational Re earch Association, 

Inc. ( 'A RA") I have been employed by the A RA since May 2002. I submit this Declaration 

in suppo.tt of the motion of the AERA, the American Psychological Association Tnc. ("APA'), 

and the National Council on Measurement in Education, lnc. ("NCME') (collectively, 

"Plaintiffs' or "Spon oring Organizati ns") for ummary judgment and the entry of a permanent 

injunction. 

2. As set forth in the AERA Bylaws, the Executive Director is the chief executive 

officer of the Association. In that capacity I am responsible for all programmatic financial 

administrative, staffing and managerial respon ibilities of the AERA. I also advise on and 

h11plement the policie that guide our organization. 

3. As publisher the RA has provided general oversight since November 1999 for 

the production, printing, sales and marketing .of the "Standard for ducational and 

Psychological Testing" (the • Standard "), and for the fiscal management of the revenue and 

expenditure of funds and resource " of that publication. AERA was selected to serve as publisher 

- 1 -
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by the Management Committee of the three Sponsoring Organizations. As the Executive 

Director of the AERA, I have administrative oversight over all of AERA's implementation of its 

responsibilities regarding the Standards. 

4. AERA is a District of Columbia not-for-profit corporation. 

5. AERA is the major national scientific society for research on education and 

learning. AERA's mission is to advance knowledge about education, to encourage scholarly 

inquiry related to education, and to promote the use of research to improve education and serve 

the public good. 

6. In 1955, Plaintiffs AERA and NCME prepared and published a companion 

document to APA's "Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests and Diagnostic 

Techniques" (published in 1954), entitled, "Technical Recommendations for Achievement 

Tests." Subsequently, a joint committee of the three organizations modified, revised, and 

consolidated the two documents into the first Joint Standards. Beginning with the 1966 revision, 

the Sponsoring Organizations collaborated in developing the "Joint Standards" (or simply, the 

"Standards"). Each subsequent revision of the Standards has been careful to note that it is a 

revision and update of the prior version. 

7. Beginning in the mid- l950s, the Sponsoring Organizations formed and 

periodically reconstituted a committee of highly trained and experienced experts in 

psychological and educational assessment, charged with the initial development of the Technical 

Recommendations and then each subsequent revision of the (renamed) Standards. These 

committees were formed by the Sponsoring Organizations' Presidents (or their designees), who 

would meet and jointly agree on the membership. Often a chair or co-chairs of these committees 

were selected by joint agreement. Beginning with the 1966 version of the Standards, this 

- 2 -
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committee became referred to as the "Joint Committee." 

8. Financial and operational oversight for the Standards' revisions, promotion, 

distribution, and for the sale of the 1999 and 2014 Standards has been undertaken by a 

periodically reconstituted Management Committee, comprised of the designees of the three 

Sponsoring Organizations. As Publisher of the 1999 and 2014 Standards, AERA works in 

consultation with the Management Committee to implement its managerial guidance. 

9. All members of the Joint Committee(s) and the Management Committee(s) are 

unpaid volunteers. The expenses associated with the ongoing development and publication of 

the Standards include travel and lodging expenses (for the Joint Committee and Management 

Committee members), support staff time, production, printing and shipment of bound volumes, 

and advertising costs. For the 2014 Standards, the production, printing and shipment of bound 

volumes, and advertising costs, are paid for by the publisher, AERA. 

10. Many different fields of endeavor rely on assessments. The Sponsoring 

Organizations have ensured that the range of these fields of endeavor is represented in the Joint 

Committee's membership - e.g., admissions, achievement, clinical counseling, educational, 

licensing-credentialing, employment, policy, and program evaluation. Similarly, the Joint 

Committee's members, who are unpaid volunteers, represent expe1tise across major functional 

assessment areas - e.g., validity, equating, reliability, test development, scoring, reporting, 

interpretation, and large scale interpolation. 

11. From the time of their initial creation to the present, the preparation of and 

periodic revisions to the Standards entail intensive labor and considerable cross-disciplinary 

expertise. Each time the Standards are revised, the Sponsoring Organizations select and arrange 

for extensive meetings of and work by the leading authorities in psychological and educational 

- 3 -
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assessments (known as the Joint Committee). During these meetings, certain Standards are 

combined, pared down, and/or augmented, others are deleted altogether, and some are created as 

whole new individual Standards. The 1999 version of the Standards is nearly 200 pages, took 

more than five years to complete. 

12. The Standards were not created or updated to serve as a legally binding document, 

in response to an expressed governmental or regulatory need, nor in response to any legislative 

action or judicial decision. However, the Standards have been cited in judicial decisions related 

to the proper use and evidence for assessment, as well as by state and federal legislators. These 

citations in judicial decisions and during legislative deliberations occurred without any lobbying 

by the Plaintiffs. 

13. AERA has not solicited any government agency to incorporate the Standards into 

the Code of Federal Regulations or other rules of Federal or State agencies. 

14. Plaintiffs promote and sell copies of the Standards via referrals to the AERA 

website, at annual meetings, in public offerings to students, and to educational institution faculty. 

Advertisements promoting the Standards have appeared in meeting brochures, in scholarly 

journals, and in the hallways at professional meetings. Accompanying this Declaration as 

Exhibit NNN is a true copy of advertisements promoting the 1999 Standards, marked as Exhibit 

I 2 I 8 during my deposition. 

15. All copies of the Standards bear a copyright notice. 

16. Distribution of the Standards is closely monitored by the Sponsoring 

Organizations. AERA, the designated publisher of the Standards, sometimes provides 

promotional complementary print copies to students or professors. Except for these few 

complementary print copies, however, the Standards are not given away for free ; and certainly 

- 4 -
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they are not made available to the public by any of the three organizations for anyone to copy 

free of charge. To date, AERA has never posted, or authorized the posting of, a digitized copy of 

the 1999 Standards on any publicly accessible website. 

17. The 1999 Standards have been sold at retail prices ranging from $25.95 to $49.95 

per copy. From 2000 to 2014, except for the near two-year period during which Public Resource 

posted unauthorized copies online and sales diminished significantly, income generated from 

sales of the 1999 Standards, on average, had been approximately in excess of $ 127,000 per year. 

18. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit 000 is a true copy of AERA's 

Statement of Revenue and Expenses for the Standards from FY2000 to December 31 , 2013, 

marked as Exhibit 1211 during my deposition. 

19. After the 2014 Standards were published in the late summer of 2014, AERA for a 

time discontinued sales of the 1999 Standards. This was to encourage sales of the newly-revised 

edition - the 2014 Standards. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit PPP is a true copy of 

the publication page for the 1999 Standards on the AERA website as of May 4, 2015 showing 

that the 1999 Standards were not available for sale at that time, marked as Exhibit 1196 during 

my deposition. 

20. However, so long as purchasers are made aware that it is no longer the current 

edition, the 1999 Standards do have an enduring value for those in the testing and assessment 

profession who (i) need to know the state of best testing practices as they existed between 1999 

and 20 l 4, (ii) believe they still may be held accountable to the guidance of the J 999 Standards 

even now, and/or (iii) study the changes in best testing and assessment practices over time. For 

this reason, in the summer of 2015 ABRA resumed sales of the 1999 Standards. Accompanying 

this Declaration as Exhibit QQQ is a true copy of the publication page for the 1999 Standards on 

- 5 -
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the AERA website as updated during the swnmer of 2015, showing that the 1999 Standards are 

available for sale. 

21. All revenue from the sale of the 1999 Standards above expenses is used to cover 

the publishing costs of the Standards and for the preparation of subsequent editions of the 

Standards. The Sponsoring Organizations do not distribute any proceeds from the sales of the 

Standards to the Sponsoring Organizations. Rather, the jncome from these sales is used by the 

Sponsoring Organizations to offset their development and production costs and to generate funds 

for subsequent revisions. This allows the Sponsoring Organizations to develop up-to-date, high 

quality Standards that otherwise would not be developed due to the time and effo1t that goes into 

producing them. 

22. Without receiving revenue from the sales of the Standards to offset their 

preparation costs and to allow for further revisions, it is very likely that the Sponsoring 

Organizations would no Longer undertake to periodically update them, and it is unknown who 

else would. 

23. The Sponsoring Organizations decided on a model of self-funding of revisions of 

the Standards; that is, from the sale of prior editions of the Standards. Funding for the Standards 

revision process from third party sources (e.g. , governmental agencies, foundations, other 

associations interested in testing ru1d assessment issues, etc.) was rejected because of the 

appearance or potential of con.mets of interest and the importance of users of the Standards being 

able to trust in their scientific integrity. 

24. Due to the relative minor pmtion of the membership of AERA who devote their 

careers to testing and assessment, it is highly unlikely that the members of AERA will vote for a 

dues increase to fund future Standards revision effo1is if Public Resource successfully defends 

- 6 -
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this case and is a1lowed to post the Standards on.line for the public to download or print for free. 

As a result, the Sponsoring Organizations would likely abandon their practice of periodically 

updating the Standards. 

25. The Standards were registered with the U.S. Register of Copyrights w1der 

Registration Number TX 5-100-196, having an effective date of December 8, 1999. 

Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit RRR is a trne copy of the December 8, 1999 

Copyright Certificate of Registration for the 1999 Standards. 

26. A supplementary copyright registration for the Standards was issued by the U.S. 

Register of Copyrights under Supplementary Registration Number TX 6-434-609, having an 

effective date of February 25, 2014. This Supplementary Registration was obtained to correct an 

error in the Listing of copyright ownership in Registration Number TX 5-100-196. 

Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit SSS is a true copy of the February 25, 2014 

Supplementary Copyright Certificate of Registration for the 1999 Standards. 

27. The Joint Committee that authored the 1999 Standards comprised 16 members. 

28. Accompanying this Declaration as Exhibit TIT is a true copy of the 1999 

Standards. 

29. Public Resource posted Plaintiffs' 1999 Standards to its website and the Internet 

Archive website without the pennission or authorization of any of the Sponsoring Organizations. 

30. The Sponsoring Organizations can only speculate on the number of electronic 

copies of the 1999 Standards that were made and distributed to others by the original Internet 

users who accessed the unauthorized copies that Pub]ic Resource posted to its site and the 

Internet Archive site. There simply is no way for the Sponsoring Organizations to calcu.late with 

any degree of certainty the number of university/college professors. studentsi testing companies 

- 7 -
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and others who would have purchased Plruntiff: ' tandards but fi r their whole ale p sting on 

Defendant · https://law.resource.org web ite and the Internet Archive http://archive.org website. 

31. In December 2013 Plaintiff RA requested in writing that Public Resource 

remove the 1999 Standards from it online po ting . Accompanying this Declaration as xhibi t 

UUU is a true copy of a letter sent from J hn S. Neikirk, Director of Publications at AERA to 

arl Malamud of Public Resource regarding the posting of the l999 Standards at 

https:/ /law .resource.org/pub/us/cfr/ibr/001 /aera.standards.1999. pdf marked as Exhj bit 1228 

during my deposition. 

32. Had Public Resource not promi ed to remove the I 999 tandards from its 

law.resource.org website and the Internet Archive website while this lawsuit is pending and 

followed through with, these promises, the Sponsoring Organizations seriously contemplated 

moving forward with a motion to preliminary enjoin Public Resource from maintaining the 

unauthorized postings of electronic copies of the 1999 Standards on the Internet and delayfog 

publication of the 2014 Standards. 

33. By June 2014 when Public Res urce finally removed it onlinc po ting of the 

1999 Standards, the damage already had been done. In iscal Year ( 'FY ') 2011 to FY 2012., as 

compared to FY 20 I 1, the Sponsoring Organization experienced a 34% drop in ales of the 

1999 Standards. In FY 2013, ale of the 1999 Standards remained at their I w level from the 

pn r fi cal year. 

34. This is notable given that Public Resource posted the tandards to the Int met in 

2012-20 13 and that the Sponsoring Organizations updated Standards were not publ•shed w1til 

the um mer of 2014. 

35. Past harm fr m Public Res urce' infringing activi ties includes lost ales that 

- 8 -
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cannot be totally accounted for - due to potentially infinite Internet distribution; for example, by 

psychometrics students - and a lack of funding that otherwise would have been available for the 

update of the Sponsoring Organizations' Standards from the 1999 to the 2014 versions. 

36. Should PubUc Resource's infringement be allowed to continue, the harm to the 

Sponsoring Organizations, and public at large who rely on the preparation and administration of 

valid, fair and reliable tests, includes: (i) uncontrolled publication of the 1999 Standards without 

any notice that those guidelines have been replaced by the 2014 Standards; (ii) future 

unquantifiable loss of revenue from sales of authorized copies of the 1999 Standards (with 

proper notice that they are no longer the current version) and the 2014 Standards; and (iii) lack of 

funding for future revisions of the 2014 Standards and b 

Dated: December 1( 2015 

- 9 -
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Revised significantly from the 1985 version, the 1999 Standards has more in-
depth background material in each chapter, a greater number of standards, and
a significantly expanded glossary and index. The new Standards reflects
changes in federal law and measurement trends affecting validity; testing
individuals with disabilities or different linguistic backgrounds; and new types
of tests as well as new uses of existing tests. The Standards is written for the
professional and for the educated layperson and addresses professional and
technical issues of test development and use in education, psychology, and
employment. This book is a vitally important reference for professional test
developers, sponsors, publishers, users, policymakers, employers, and students

in education and psychology.

Revised 1999. Paperback (order form)
Developed jointly by the American Educational Research Association, American Psychological
Association, and the National Council on Measurement in Education

AERA released a new edition of the Testing  Standards in 2014.
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There have been five earlier documents from 
diree sponsoring organizations guiding rhe 
d~elopmenr and use of resrs. 77,e firsr of these 
was Technical Recommmdatiom for f'sychological 
Tem and Diagnostic Tuh11lques, prepared by 
a commiccee of che American Psychological 
Associacion (APA) and published by rhar 
organization in 1954. T he second was Technical 
Recommendarionsfor Achievmzmr Tests, prepared 
by a committee representing the American 
Educational R_esearch Associacion (A.ERA) 
ahd the National Counci l on Measu remenl 
Used in Education (NCMUE) and published 
by the National Education Association in 
1955. T he third, which repl:m::d the earlier 
two, was published by APA in l 966 and 
prepared by a, committee representing APA, 
AERA, and the Nacional Council on 
Measurement in Educarion (NCME) and 
called rhe StandardJ for Educational and 
Piychological Tms and Manual,, The fourth, 
Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Tesu, w;is again 2 collaborarion of AERA, APA 
and NCME. and was published in l 974. The 
fifth, Standards for E.ducanonal anJ Aychological 
Testing, also a joint collaboration, was pub
lished in 1985. 

In 1991 APA's Commime on Psycholo
gicaJ Tests and Assessment suggesred the need 
ro revise rhe 1985 Standards. Represencarives 
of AERA. AI'A and NCME mer and discussed 
the revision, principles chac should guide 
that revision, and potenrjal Joint Committee 
members. By 1993, the presidents of ihc 
rhre(' organi:tatio ns appoinced members 
and the Com miHee had irs first meering 
November, 1993. 

T ht Siandard.r has been developed by a 
joint committee appointed by AERA, Af'A and 
NCME. Members of rhe Committee were: 

Eva Baker, co-chair 
Pa u I Sackcn, co-chair 
Lloyd Bond 
Leo nard Feldr 

David Goh 
Bert Green 
Edward Haertel 
Jo-Ida Hansen 
Sharon Johnson-Lewis 
Suz.annc Lane 
Joseph Macarano 
Manfred Meier 
Pamela Moss 
Esteban Olmedo 
Diana PuHin 

From 1993 ro 1996 Charles Spidberger 
served on the Committee as co-chai r. Each 
sporisoring organization was permitted 
rn assign up co two liaisons ro che Joint 
Commhcee's projecc. Liaisons served as the 
conduics between the sponsoring organiia
tions and rhe Joint Commiuee. APKs liaison 
from ics Committee on Psychological Tests 
and Assessmcncs changed several time.~ as the 
m~rnbership of the Committee changed. 

Liaiso-ns to the Joint Committee: 
AERA • William Mehrens 
APA - Bruce Bracken, Andrew Czopek, 

Rodney Lowman, Thomas Oakland 
NCME - Daniel Eigner 

AI'A and NCME also had commircecs 
who served co monicor rhe process and keep 
rdcvanr parries informed. 

APA Ad Hoc Committee of the Council of 
Representatives: 

Melba Vasquez 
Donald Bcrsoff 
Srephcn DeMc:rs 
James Parr 
Berrram Karon 
Nadine Lamberc 
Charles Spidberger 

NCME Standards and Test Use Committee: 
Gregory Cizek 
Allen Doolicde 
Le Ann Gamache 
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Donald Ross Green 
Ellen Julian 
Tracy Mucnz 
Nambury R:iju 

A management committee was formed ac 
the beginning of chis effort. They monirored 
che financial and :idministracive acrangemencs 
of rhe projecr, and advised the sponsoring 
organizacions on such mat-cers. 

Management Committee: 
Frank Farley, APA 
George Madaus, AERA 
Wendy Yen, NCME 

Scaffiog fo r che revision included Dianne 
Brown Maranco as. projecr director, and 
Dianne L Schneider as scaff liaison. Wayne J. 
Camara served as projccc director from 1993 co 
1994. APA's legal counsel conducted che legal 
review of the Standards. Willi:mi C. Howell 
and William Mehrens reviewed the standards 
for consisrency across chapters. Linda Murphy 
developed rhe indexing for che book. 

The Join£ Commim:c solicited prelimi
nary reviews of some draft cbaprcrs, from (ec
ogniz.ed experts. These reviews were primarily 
soliciced foe the technical and fairness chap
ters. Rev,cwers are listed below: 

vi 

Marvin AJkin 
Philip Bashook 
Bruce Bloxom 
Jeffery P. Braden 
Rohen L Brennan 
John Callender 
Ronald Cannella 
Lee J. Cronbach 
James Cummins 
John Fremer 
Kure F. Geisinger 
Robert M. Guion 
Walter Haney 
Patti L Harrison 
Gerald E Koocher 
Richard Jeanneret 
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Frank Landy 
Ellen L~nr 
Robert Linn 
Theresa C. Liu 
Stanford von Mayrhauser 
Milbrey W, McLaughlin 
Samuel Messick 
Craig N, Mills 
Robm J. Mislevy 
Kevin R. Murphy 
Mary Anne Nester 
Maria Pennock-Roman 
Carole Perlman 
Michael Rosenfeld 
Jonathan Sandoval 
Cynthia B. Schmeiser 
Kara Schmin 
Neal Schmitt 
Richard J. Shavelson 
Lorrie A. Shepard 
Mark E. Swerdlik 
Janet Wall 
Anthony R. Zara 

PREFACE 

Drafr versions of che Standards were 
widely dimiburcd for public review and 
comment three times during this revision 
effort, providing the Committee with a 
coral of nearly 8,000 pages of commencs, 
Organiucions who submitted comments on 
drafts are lisred below. Many individual.; 
contributed to the input from each organl
zacion, and although we wish we could 
acknowledge every individual who had input, 
we cannot do so cl;ue to incomplete infornia
cion as ta who concribured to each organiza
tion's response. The Joint Comminee could 
not have completed its task without the 
thoughcful reviews of so many professionals:. 

Sponsoring Associations 
American Educacional Research 

Association (AERA) 
American Psychological Associacion (APA) 
Nar.ionaI Cou.ncil on Measuremem in 

Education (NCME) 
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Membership· Organizations (Scientific, 
Professional, Trade & Advocacy) 

American Association for Higher 
Education (MHE) 

American Board of Medical Specialties 
(t\BMS) 

American Coumeling Association (ACA) 
American Evaluacion Associadon (AEA) 
American Occupational Therapy 

Associarion 
American Psychological Sociel)' (APS) 
APA Division of Counseling Psychology 

(Division 17) 
APA Division of Developmental 

Psychology (Division 7) 
AJ'A Division ofEvaJua1ion, Measuremeni, 

and Stariscic.s (Division 5} 
APA Division of Meneal Retardation & 

Ocvelopmem.al Disabilities (Division 33) 
APA Division of Pharmacology & 

Substance Abuse (Division 28) 
APA Division of Rehabilication 

('sychology (Division 22) 
A2A Division of School Psychology 

(Division 16) 
Asian American Psycholo&ical 

Association (AAPA) 
Association for Assessment in 

Counseling 1,AAC) 
Associat ion ofTesc Publishers (ATP) 
Ausrralian Council for £d11catiom1I 

Research Limfred (ACER) 
Ch1cago I ndus1rial/Organizarion11I 

Psychologists {CIOP) 
Council on Licensure, Enforcement, ;md 

Regulation (CLE.AR), Examination 
Resources & Advisory Committee 
(ERAC) 

EquaJ Employment Advisory Council 
(EEAC) 

Foundarion for Rehabilic:uion 
Certification, Educarion and Research 

Human Sciences Research Council , 
Sourh Africa 

lncemarional Association for Cross
Cultural Psychology (IACCP) 

Incemacional Brotherhood of Electrical 
Workers 

lnremarional Language Tescmg Associacion 
lncernacional Personnel Management 

Association Assessmenc Council 
(IPMAAC) 

Joint Commirtee on Tescing Praccices 
QCTP) 

National Associacion for the Advancement 
of Colored People (NAACP), Legal 
Defense and Educ.1tional Fund, Inc. 

National Cencec for Fair and Open 
Tcscing (Fairtm) 

National Organiiacion for Competency 
Assurance (NOCA) 

Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan 
Washington (P'TC/MW) 

Personnel Testing Council of Sourhern 
California (PTC/SC) 

Society for Human Resource Management 
(SHRM) 

Society oflndian Psychologists (SIP) 
Society for Induscrial and Organizacional 

Psychology (APA Division 14) 
Society for the Psychological Study 

of Ethnic Minority Issues (APA 
Division 45) 

Scace Collaborative on Assessment & 
Srudent Srandards Technical Guiddines 
for Performance Assessment 
Consortium (TGPA) 

Telecommunicacions Sraffing forum 
Western Region lntergovemrnenral 

Personnel Assessment Council 
(WRIPAC) 

Credentialing Boards 
American Board of Physical and Medical 

Rehabilimion 
American Medical Technologiscs 
Commission on Rehabilitation 

Counselor Certificarloo 
National Board for Certified Counselors 

(NBCC) 
National Board of Examiners in 

Optometry 
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National Board of Medical Examiners 
Nacional Council of State Boards or 

Nursing 

Government and Federal ~ncies 
Army Research Institute (ARJ) 
California Highway Patrol, Personnel and 

Training_ Division, Selection Research 
Program 

Cicy or Dallas, Civil Service Deparrment 
Commonwealch ofVicginia, Depactmenr 

of Education 
Defense 'Manpower Daca Center 

(DMDC), Personnel Testing Division 
Department of Defense (DOD), Office 

of che Assistant Sectetary of Defense 
Depanmcnt of Education, Office of 

Educational Improvement, National 
Center for Educacion Statiscics 

Department ofJustice, Immigration and 
Naturalization Service (INS) 

Deparrmcnr of Labor, Employment and 
Training Adrninistrarion (DOL/ETA) 

U.S. Equal Employment. Opporcuni<y 
Commission (EEOC) 

U.S. Office of Personnel Management 
(OPM), Personnel Resources & 
Development Center 

Test Publishers/ Developers 
American College Testing (ACT) 
CTB/McGraw-Hill 
The College Board 
Educational Testing Service (ETS) 
Highland Publishing Company 
lnstiture for Pelronalicy & Abilicy 

Testing (JPAT) 
Professional Examination Service (PES) 

Academic Institutions 

VIII 

Center fur Creacive Leadership 
Gallaudec University, Narional Task 

Forc.c.- on Equity in Testing DeaF 
Professionals 

University of Haifa, lsraeli Group 
Kansas Stare Universiry 
National Center on Educational 

Ourcomes (NCEO) 
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Pennsylvania Scace Uoivermy 
University of North Carolina.- Char!otrc.
Univcrsicy of Sourhern Mississippi, 

Oeparrmem of Psychology 

When the Joinr Committee com pieced 
its task of revis ing the Standards, it then 
submitced its work co the three sponsor111g 
orgaaiiations for approval. E:ich organization 
had ics own governing body ,wd mechanism 
for approval, as wdl as definicions for wh~c 
cheir approval means. 

AERA: This endorsemenc carries wich it 
~he undemanding that, in general, we 
believe che Standards co represent rhe 
currcnr consensus among recogniicd 
professionals regarding e,cpected meas
uremenr pr3ctic~. Developers, sponsors, 
publishers, and users of rests should 
~bserve these Standard,. 

APA: The APA's approval of che 
Standards means che Council adopts 
i.he document as APA policy. 

NCME: NCME endorses the StandardJ 
fat Educational and Pry,ho~gical Testing 
and recogniies that the intent of che.se 
Standards is co promote sound and 
responsible measurement praccice. This 
~ndorsemenc carries with it a profes
sional imperative fo r NCME members 
co arcend co che Startdards, 

Although che Standards are prescriptive, the 
Standards icself does not contain enforcernem 
mechanisms. These scandards were formulared 
with the intent of being consistent with other 
standards, guideli nes and codes of conduct 
published by che d1rec sponsoring organizations, 
and lisred below. The reader is encouraged to 
obtain rhcse documents, some of which have 
references co resting and assessment in specific 
applications or settings. 

The Joint Com mi tree on the 
Standards far Educational and 
Pi)'chologii:al Tming 
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INTRODUCTION 

Educacional and psychological resri ng a nd 
assessment are among rhe most irnporranr 
contributions of behavioral science ro our 
society, providing fundamental and signifi
cant improvements over previous practices. 
Although nor all cesrs are well-developed nor 
arc all testing practices wise and beneficial, 
chere is extensive evidence documenting che 
effeaivcness of well-consrructed tests foe uses 
supporred by validiry evidence. The proper 
use of rests can result in wiser decisions about 
individuals and programs than would be the 
ase wichouc their use and also can provide a 
roucc to broader and more equitable ~ccess r.o 
education and employment. The improper 
use of tC!StS, however, can cause considerable 
harm to cesr takers and ocher parties affected 
by cesc-based decisLons. The intent of rhe 
Standards is co promote the sound and ethical 
use of tests and to provide a basis for evaluat
tng the quality of 1es11ng practices. 

Participants in the Testing Process 
Educational and psychological ccsring and 
assessment involve and signifiantly affect 
individuals , in stitutions, and socicry as a 
whole. The individuals affected include stu
dents, parenrs, ceachers, educa tional adminis
trators, job applicanrs. employees, clients, 
patients, supervisor~. el(ecutives, and evalua
rors. among orhers. The inscimcions affected 
include schools, colleges, businesses, industry, 
clinics, and govcrnrncnc agencies. [ndividua!s 
and ins~rutioiu benefit when cesring helps chem 
achieve their goals. Sociery, in rum, benefits 
when cesting concrrbuces co rhe achievement 
of individual and insdcutional goals. 

The inreresrs of the various parties 
involved in che testing process are usually, 
but nor always, congruent. For e1Carnple, 
when a tesr is give-n for counseling purposes 
or for job placement, rhc interests of the 
individual and the instiiurion often coin
cide. Jn contrast, when a tesc is used ro 

select from among many indi viduals for a 
highly compericive job or for entry into an 
eduacional or training progt:im, the prefer
ences of an applicant may be inconsistent 
with those of an employer or admissions 
officer. Similarly, when testing is mandated 
by a court, rhe inrerescs of the rest cakc:r may 
be different from those of rhe parry requesring 
rhe court order. 

There are many participants in the cesting 
process, inducling. among ochers: (a) rhose who 
prepare and develop the rest;. (b) chose: who 
publish and rnarkec rhe test; (c) chose who 
administer and score rhe cest; (d) those who 
use the test resulcs for some decision-making 
purpose; (e) chose who interpret cest results for 
clients; (f) those who 1;ike the test by choice, 
direction, or necessicy; (g) those who sponsor 
tests, which may be boards that represenc 
instiru tions or governmental agencies that 
contract with a test developer for a specific 
instrument or service; and (h) chose who select 
or review cests, evaluating their comparative 
merits or suitability for the uses proposed. 

·These role.~ are sometimes combined and 
sometimes further divided. For example. in 
clinics the test taker is typically rhe intended 
beneficiary of the tesr resulcs. In some sirua
cions the rest administrator is an agent of the 
ccs1 developer, and sometimes the resr admin
istrator is also the rest user. When an industrial 
organization prepares irs own cmploymcnr 
cests, it is both the developer and the user. 
Sometimes a rest is developed by a resr author 
but published, advertised, and disrributcd by 
an independent publisher, though the publisher 
may play an active role in the test development. 
Given rhis intermingling of roles, iris difficult 
to assign precise responsibiliry for addressing 
various srandard.s co specific participants in 
the rcs(ing process. 

T his document begins with a series of 
chapters on the rest development process, 
which focus primarily on the responsibilities 
of rest developers, and then turns ro chapters 
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on specific uses and applicacions, which focus 
primarily on responsibilities of tcsr users. One 
chapter is devoted specifically co the rights 
and responsibilities of test takers. 

The SrandardJ is based on rhe premise 
chat effective testing and assessment require 
chac all participants in che testing process pos
sess che knowledge, skills, and abilicies rele
vant co che-ir role in rhe cescing process, as 
well as awareness of personal and contextual 
factors that may influence rhe cesting process. 
They also should obcain any appropriate 
supervised experience and legislarively man
dated practice credentials necessary ro perform 
competently those aspects of rhe testing 
process in which chey engage. For example, 
cesc developers and chose sdeccing and 
incerprecing tesrs need ade9uare knowledge 
of psychomeuic principles such as validity 
and reliabilicy. 

The Purpose of the Standards 
The purpose of publishing the Standards is 
10 provide criretia for the evaluation of tescs, 
cescing praccLCCS, and the effects of rest use. 
Although che evaluation of the appropriace
ness of a cesc or testing application should 
depend he1vily on professional judgmenr, the 
Standards provides a frame of reference ro 
assure that relevant issues are addressed. Jc is 
hoped chat all professional test developers, 
sponsors, publishers, and users will adopt the 
Standards and encourage ochers to do so. 

The S1t1ndards makes no attempt ro pro
vide psychometric. answers co questions of 
public policy regarding the use of rem. In 
general, the Standards advocates that, within 
feasible limits, rhe relevant technical informa
tion be made available so chat those involved 
in policy debate may be fully informed. 

Categories of Standards 
The 1985 Sttmdards designated each standard 
as "primary0 (to be met by all testS before 
opernrional use), "secondary" (desirable, but 

2 
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not feMible m ceria,n situations), or ' concli
rional" (importance varies with application). 
The present Standards continues the tradition 
of expecting rest developers and users to coo
sider all standards before oper:itional use; 
however, che Standards docs not continue the 
practice of designating levels of importance. 
lnscead, che rexc of each scandard, and any 
accompanying commentary, discusses rhe 
conditions under which a srandard is relevanL 
It was not che case th;n under the 1985 
Standards test developers and users were obli
gated to auend only ro rhe primary standards. 
Rather, the term ''conditional" meant chat a 
scandard was primary in some senings and 
secondary in ochers, chus requiring careful 
considerarion of the applicability of each scan
dard for a given setting. 

The absence of designations such as 

"prim,ry" or "conditional" should not be 
taken ro imply chat all scandards are equally 
significanr in any given situacion. Depending 
on chc context and purpose of cesr devclop
menc or use, some standards will be more 
saliem than ochers. Morrover, some scandards 
are broad in scope, setting forth concerns or 
requiremencs relevant co nearly all cests or 
cescing conceicts, and ocher uandards are nar
rower in scope. However, all standards are 
imporrant in rhe conrexcs ro which rhey 
apply. Any classification thar gives the appear
ance of elcvacing the general importance of 
some standards over ochers could invice neglecc 
of some standards char nud co be addressed 
in particular sicu~rions. 

Further, the currenc S:,mdardJ does not 
include standards considered secondary or 
"desirable," The continued use of che second
ary designacion would risk encouraging both 
che expan.sion of che Standards to encompass 
large numbers of a desirable" standards and 
che inapproprtw: assumption thar any guide
line nor included in the Standards as at k-ast 
"secondary" was inconsequential. 

Unless otherwise specified in the stan
dard or commentary, artd wich chc: caveats 
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outlined below, standards should be mec 
before operational test use. This means that 
each standard should be carefully considered 
co decc:-rmine ics applicabiliry ro rhe resting 
c.omext under consideration. In a given case 
there may be a sound professional reason why 
adherence to rhe scandard is unnecessary. It is 
also possible rha.r chere may be occasions 
when technical feasibility may influence 
whether a standa rd can be mer prior to 
operarional resc use. For example, some 
srand-.irds may call for analyses of data thac 
may not be available at rhc point of initial 
operational rest use. If rcsc developers, users, 
and, when applicable, sponsors have deemed 
a standard co be inapplicable 01 unfeasible, 
rhey should be able, if called upon, co explain 
the basis for their decision. However, there 
is no expectation chat documeocacion be 
routinely available of chc decisions rclacc:d 
co each srandard. 

Tests and Test Uses to 
Which These Standards Apply 
A rest 1s an evaluative device or procedure in 
which a sample of an examinee's behavior in a 
specified domain is obtained and subsequenc
ly evaluated and scored using a standardize~ 
process. While rhe label test is ordinarily 
reserved for inmumenrs on which responses 
are evaluated for rheir correctness or qualecy 
and rhe terms ICal.e oc invnuory are used for 
measures of accitudes, intercsr, and disposi
tions. che Sttmd,mf.r 1,15es the single term teft 
to refer to .ill such evaluarive devices. 

A disrinciion is sometimes made between 
mi and assessmem. Assersmenz is a broader 
term, commonly referring co a process !.hat 
integrates r~c information with information 
from orher sources (e.g., informacion from 
the individual's social, educational, employ
menc, or psychological history). The applica
bility of the Srandards to an evaluation device 
or mechod is noc altered by the label applied 
to it (e.g., rcsr, assessment, scale, invencory). 

Tests differ on a oumber,of d1mc:nsiom: 
the mode in which test materials are present
ed (paper and pencil, oral. computerized 
administration, and so on); che degree to 
which stimulus materials are standardized; 
rhe type of response format (selection of a 
response from a set of alternatives as opposed 
co che production ofa response); and 1hC! 
degree co which rest materials are designed to 
reflect or simolate a partirular concexL ln all 
cases, ho1,11ever, tests standardize the process 
by which resc-caker responses co ccst materials 
arc evaluaccd and scored. A\ noted in prior 
versions of the Standards, che same general 
cypcs of information are needed for all vari
eties of cesrs. 

The precise demarcation berwcen tbose 
measurement devices used in the fields of 
educational and psychological testing t.hac do 
and do noc fall wichirt the purview of the 
Stami4tds is difficulc 10 identify. Although the 
Standards applies most directly to scandard
ized measures generally recognized as "cc:srs," 
such as measures of abifiry, aptitude, achieve
ment, accitudes, inreresrs, personaliry, cogni
tive functioning, and mental health, it may 
also be usefully applied in varying degrC!es to 
a broad range of less formal assessment tech
niques. Admirredly. it will generally not be: 
possible to apply the Standards rigorously co 
unstandardized questionnaires or co che broad 
range of unstructured behavior samples used 
in some forms of clinic- and school-based 
psychologiCtl asmsmenc (e.g., an incake imer
v,cw), and to instructor-made tests that are 
usc.d to evaluate scudenc performance in edu
cation and training. It is useful ro dis1inguish 
bc:tw~n devices char lay claim co che concepts 
110d techniques of the field of educational and 
psychological 1esring from rhose which repre
sent nonsrandardlu:d or less standardized aids 
co day-to-day evaluative decisions. Although 
che principles and conu:.pts underlying che 
Standards can be fruitfully applied to day-co
day decisions, sucb as when a business owner 
interviews a job applicanr, a manager evalu· 
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ates the performance of subordinates, or:. 
coach evaluaccs 3 prospective athlete, ir would 
be overreach,ag to expect thac the sc:indards 
of the e.ducational and psychologrcal cesting 
field be followed by chose making such deci
sions. [n conirast, a scructured interviewing 
sysrem developed by a psychologist and 
accompanied by claims char the system has 
been found ro be predictive of job perform
ance in a va riety of ocher setrings faJls wichi n 

the purview of the Standards. 

Cautions to be Exercised in Using 
the Standards 
Several caurions are imporc:inr ro avoid mis
interpreting the Sta,uiArdt. 

I) Evaluacing the acceptability of a tesr 
or test application does nor rest on the literal 
satisfaction of every standard in this docu
ment, and acceptability cannot be decermined 
by using a checkli,n . Specific circumscances 
affecc the importance of individual standards, 
and individual standards should not be con
sidered in isolation. Therefore, evaluating 
aa;:cpiability involves (a) professional judgment 
char is based on a knowledge of behavioral sci
ence, psychometrics, and rhe communiry 
srandards in che pcofessional field to which 
che cescs apply; (b) che degree co which the 
inrenc of rhe 5tandard has been satisfied by 
the test developer and user; (c) the alrernacives 
char are readily available; and (d) research and 
experiential evidence regarding feasibility of 
meeting the scandud. 

2) When rem arc at issue in legal pro
ceedings and orhec venues requiring experc 
wicness cescimony ir rs essenria] thac profr.s
sionai judgment be based on rhe accepted 
corpus of knowledge in determining che rele
vance of particular standards in a given situa
cion. The inrenr. of rhe Star.dard.t is ro offer 
guidance for such judgments. 

3) Claims by test developers or test users 
char a test, manual, or procedure satisfies or 
follows these srandards .should be made wirh 
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care. lt is appropriate for d!'.Vdoper.. or users 
co srate that efforts were made to adhere to 
the Staru:lm/J, and co provide documents 
describing and supporcing those e-ffom. 
Blanket claims wirhouc supporting evidence 
should not be made. 

4) These standards are concc-rned with .a 

field char is evolving. Consequendy, cherc- is 
a condnuing need to monitor changes in the 
field and to revise chis document ~ kno,vl
edge devdops, 

5) Prescriprion of rhe us~ of specific 
technical methods is not che intent of rhe 
Standards. For example, where specific smis
tical reporting requiremencs are mcncioned. 
che phrase "or generally accepced equivalent" 
always should be undemood. 

The srandards do nor arcempc to repeat 
or to incorporate the many legal or regulatory 
requirements that might be relevant co the 
issues they address. In some areas, such as che 
collecrioti, anaJysis, and use of rest data and 
results for different subgroups, the law may 
both require participant~ in the 1esr1ng process 
to rake certain actions and prohibit chose 
participants from cakingorher acrions. Whae 
it is apparent chat one or more srandards or 
commencs address an issue on which estab· 
lished legal requiremenr.s may be parcicularly 
relevant, che scandard, commenr, or inrroduc
rory mace.rial may make note of that face. 
Lack of specific reference co legal require
ments, however, doe.~ not imply rhac no rele
vant tequiremcnr exisrs. In all situations, 
parricipanrs in rhc testing process shou ld 
separatdy consider and, where appropriate, 
obtain legal advice on legal and regulatory 
requireme.ncs, 

The Number of Standards 
The number of standards has increased from 
che 1985 Standards for a variery of reasons. 
Firsr, and most importantly. new develop
ments have led w chc- addirion of new stan
dards. Commonly chese deal with new types 
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of tests or new uses for erisring resrs, rather 
rhan being broad srandards appllcablc co all 

cesrs. Second, on the basis of recognition rhar 

some LL~ers of the Standards may rum only co 
chapters directly relevant to a given applica

tion, certain scandards are repeated in differ
ent chapters. When such cepec,rion occurs, 

the essence of rhe srand:ud ,s the same. Only 

the wording, are,1 of application, or elaboca· 

tion in rhe commenc is changed. Third, 
srandards dealing wirh 1mporcanr noncc.-chni
cal issues, such as avoiding con0icrs of inter

est and equitable treatment of all rest takers. 

have been added. Although such topics have 
not been .iddressed in prior versions of the 
Standards, they are nor likely to be viewed as 
i'mposing burdensome new requirements. 

T hus che increase i n rhe number of sran~ 

dards d.ocs not per se signal an increase in 

rhe obligations placed on test developers 
and rest users. 

Tests as Measures of Constructs 
We depart from some historical uses of the 

term "construa," which reserve the term for 
d1aracterisrics cha[ are nor directly observable, 
but which are inferred from interrelated sets 

of observations. T his historical perspective 
invirc:s confusion. Some tests are viewed as 

measures of consrructs, while others are not. 

fn addition, consider.ible dcbare has ensued 
a.~ to whether certain eharacterisrics measured 

by rescs are properly viewed as constructs. 
Furthermore, che types of validity evidence 
rhought ro be suitable can differ as a resu lc 
of whether o given cest is viewed as measur
ing~ consrrucr. 

We use the term comtrur:t more broadly 
as the concepr or characteristic that a test 1s 
designed to measure. Rarely, if ever, is there a 

single possible meaning rhat can be attached 
ro a rest score or a pacrern of cesc responses. 
Thus, it is always incumbent on a resting 

professjonal to specify the construct interpre
t:1tion that will be made on the basis of the 

score or response pattern. The 11ot1on chat 
some tesrs are not under the purview of the 

Standards because they do nor measure con

srrucrs is conrrary to this use of the term, 

Also, as detailed in chapter l, evolving con

ceprualizacions of che concept of validity no 
longer speak of different cypes of validicy but 

speak instead of different lines of validity evi
dence, all in service of providing informarion 

relevanr co a specific iorended inrerprecarion 
of rest scores. Thus, many lines of evidence 

can contribute to an undustanding of Jhe 
construct meaning of restsco res. 

Organization of This Volume 
Pare I of che Standards, "Test Construction, 

Evaluarion, and Documentation." contains 

standards for valirucy (ch. I); reliabilicy and 

errors of measurement (ch. 2); cesr develop
ment and revision (ch. 3); scaling, norming, 

and score comparabilicy (ch. 4); test adminis
tration, scoring, and reporting {ch. 5); and 

supporting documentation for tests (ch. 6). 
Part H addresses "Fairness in Testing," and 

coocains standards on. fairness and bias (ch. 7); 
the rights and responsibilities of test takers 
(ch. 8); testing individuals of diverse linguis

tic backgrounds (ch. 9); and testing individu
als with disabilitie~ (ch. I 0). Pan 1II rre;us 

specific "Testing Applications," and conrains 
standards involving general tesponsibiliries of 

test users (ch. I L); psychological testing and 
assessment (ch. J 2); educational cesdng and 

a.ssessmenc (ch. I 3); resting in employment 
and credentialing (ch. I 4); and resting in pro
gram evaluation and public policy (ch. 15). 

Each chapter begins with introduccory 

text thac provides background for the stan
dards chat follow. This revision of the 
Standard! conrains more exrensive inuo
ductory tcxr rna,erial than i ts predecessor. 

Recogniiing the common use of chc Standards 
in the education of fucure test developers 
and users, the commirree opted to provide a 

context for the standards themselves by pre-
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senung more background macedal chan in 
previous versions. This text is designed to 

assisc in rhe interpretation of the scartdards 
tlm follow in each chapter. Although the cexc 
is ac cimes prescriptive and exhortarory, it 
should nor be interprered as imposil\g addi
cional scandards. 

The Standards also concains an index nnd 
includes a glossary char provides definitions 
for terms as rhey are specifically used in rhis 
volume. 
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!PART~ 

Test Construction, 
Evaluation,and 
Docll.Olentation 
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1a VALIDITY 

Background 
Validity refers co rhc degree ro which evidence 
and chcory supporr che inrerprccations of test 
scores en tailed by proposed uses of rests. 
Validicy is, therefore, che most fundamenllll 
considerarion in developing and evaluating 
tesrs. The process of validation involves accu
mulating evidence to provide a sound scientific 
basis for the proposed score inrerprecations. 
It is the interpretarions of rest scores required 
by proposed uses rhac arc evaluared, nor the 
tesr 1cself. When resr sco1CS are used or inter
preted in more tl,an one way, each intended 
intcrprerarion musr be validared. 

Validation logically begins with an explicit 
st,Hemenr of che proposed interpretation of 
rest scores, along wi rh a rationale for the rele
vance of the inrerpreracion ro chc proposed 
use. The proposed interpretation refers to the 
construct or concepts rhe resr is inrendcd ro 
measure. £,camples of consrructs are marhe
maric.s achievement, performance as a com
puter technician, depression, a.nd sdF-csceem. 
~fo support cesr devdopmenr, the proposed 
'. nrerprecarion is elaborated by describing 
1rs scope and cxcem and by delineating the 
aspects of rhe conscrucr chat are ro be repre
senrt"d. The detailed description provides a 
conceprual framework for che rest, dclinear
ing rhe knowledge. skills, abilities, proccsse.s, 
or characrenmcs ro be assessed. The frame
work indicaccs how [his representation of 
the conscrucc is co be distinguished from 
orher conscrucrs and how ic should reface 
ro ocher variables. 

The concepru.J framework is partially 
shaped by the ways in which resr scores will 
be used. For instance, a test of mathematics 
~chievemenr mighr be used ro place a student 
1n an 3ppropriare program of instruction, co 
endorse a high school d iploma, or ro inform 
a college admissions decision. Each of these 
us~ implies a somewhar different inccrpre-
1:1r1on of the mathematics achievement test 

scores: chat a student will benefit from a 
parcicular instructional intervention, char a 
student has mascered a specified curriculum, 
or rhar a srudcnt is likely ro be successfu l 
with college-level work. Similarly, a test of 

self-esteem might be used for psychological 
counseling, to inform a decision about 
employment, or for rhe basic scienrific pur
pose of elaborating rhe construct of self-esteem. 
Each of chesc poren tial uses shapes che specified 
framework and the proposed interpretation of 
rhe rest's scores and also has implicacions for 
resc development and evaluation. 

Va.lidacion can be viewed as developing :i. 
scienrifically sound validity argumenr to sup
pore che inccnded inrerprecation of rest scores 
3nd their rdevance co rhc proposed use. The 
conceptual framework points 10 Lhe kinds of 
evidence that might be collected to evaluate 
che proposed inrcrprerarion in lighc of the 
purposes of resting. As validacion proceeds, 
and new evidence about rhc meaning of a 
rcsr's scores becomes available, revisions may 
be needed in the rest, in the conceptual 
framework char shapes it, and even in rhe 
construcr underlying the rcsr. 

The wide variety of tescs and circum
stances makes ic natural char some rypes of 
evidence will be especially cricicaJ in a given 
case, whereas ocher types will be less useful. 
The decision about what rypes of evidtnce 
are importanc for validation in each instance 
c:-i~ be clarified by developing am of propo
smons that support the proposed inccrprcmrion 
~or che p2tcicular purpost of resting .. For 
instance, when a mathematics achievement 
rest is used ro assess readiness for an adv:anccd 
course, evidence for the following proposi
tions might be deemed nec=ary: (a) that cer
tain skills arc prerequisire for the advanced 
course; (b) char the conrenr domain of the 
rest is consiscenr wich chcse prerequisite ski lls; 
(c) that test scores can be generaliied across 
relcvanc secs of items; (d) that cesr scores are 
not unduly influenced by ancillary variables, 
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such as writing ability; (e) that success in the 
11dvinced course can be validly assessed; and 
(f) chat examinees with high scores on rhe 
resc will be more successful in the advanced 
course than examinees with low scores on the 
resc. Examples of propositions in other cesti ng 
contexts mighr include, for instance, che 
proposition that examinees with high general 
anxiery scores experience significant anxiety 
in a range of seulngs, rhe proposition rbat a 
child's score on an intelligence scale is suong
ly rdated ro the child's academic performance, 
or rhe proposirion chat a certain panern of 
scores on a neuropsychological battery indi
cates impairment charai:ceriscic of brain injury. 
The v.1lidac1on process evolves as these propo
sicioll$ are arciculated and evidence is g;iche.ted 
co evaluate their soundness. 

[dc:ntifying che propositions implied by 
a proposed rest inrcrprccarion can be fac:i li
taced by considering rival hypotheses rhac 
may challenge che proposed incc:rprecacion. 
It is also useful to consider che pc:rspectives 
of different incecesced parties, existing expe· 
rience w1ch similar cests ,ind contexcs, and 
rhe expecred consequences of the proposed 
tesc use. Plausible rival hypocheses can onen 
be generated by considering whether a rest 
measures less or more than its proposed 
conscrucr. Such concerns are referred co as 
comtru.ct underrt1prr,entatiot1 and l'omtruct 

irrelevant vari-ance. 
Conscrucr underrepresentation refers co 

the degree co which a test fails co capwre 
important aspects of che consrruct. It implies 
a narrowed meaning of test scores because 
the tesc does not adequarely sample some 
types of conrenc, engage some psychological 
processes, or elicic some ways of i:csponding 
chat are encompassed by the intended con
srrucc. Take, for example, a cest of reading 
comprehension inrended co measure chil
dren's ability to read and incerprec Stories 
with Understanding. A parcicular tesr might 
undcrtepresent the inrended consuuct be~use 
tt did nor contain a sufficienr variety of read-

10 
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ing passages or ignored a common type of 
re;i.ding material. As another example, a test 
of anxiery might measure only physiological 
te:iccions and noc emocional, cognirive, or 
situational components. 

Consrruc1-icrelevanc variance ce.fers co 
che degree co which resr scores are affccced by 
processes that arc exrraneous co ics imended 
construct. The test scores may be syStemati
cally inl1uenccd co some extent by compo
nents char are no1 pare of che cons1rucc. In 
the case o( a reading comprehension re.sr, 
cons1rucr-irrelevant components might 
include an emotional re.accion ro rhe resr 
contem, familiarity with the subject mane.r 
of chc reading passages on che resr, or rhe 
writing skill needed to compose a response. 
De.pending on the detailed definirion of the 
construct, vocabulary knowledge or reading 
speed might also be irrelevant componems. 
On a tesr of anx.iery, a response bias co undcr
repori anx.iery rnighr be considered a source 
of construct-irrelevant variance. 

Nearly all tescs leave our elements chat 
some potential users believe should be meas
ured and include some elements char some 
poceniial users consider inappropriate. 
Validation involves careful attencion co possible 
disrorrions rn meaning arising from inadequare 
representation of the construcr and also ro 
aspects of rneas4rement such as test forrnar, 
administration conditions, or language level 
that may materially limit or qualify rht" inter· 
pretacion of test scores. Thar is, rhe process 
of valida tion may lead ro revisions in che r~c, 
the conceptual framework of the tcsr, or both. 
The revised test would then need validation. 

When propositions have been identified 
that would support ihe proposed inrerprecacion 
of test scores, validation can proceed by devel
oping empirical evidence, examining relevant 
Jiccrarure, and/or conducting logic.'ll analyses co 
evaluate each of chese proposicions. Empirical 
evidence may include both local evidence, 
produced within che contuts where the cest 
will be used, and evidence from similar resting 
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PART l / VALIDITY 

appHcarions in ocher settings. Use of existing 
evidence from similar tests and concexts can 
enhance the quality of the validity argume.nc, 
especially when current daca are limiced. 

Because. a validity argument typically 
depends on more than one proposition, strong 
evidence -in support of one in no way dimin
ishes r~e. need for evidence to support others. 
For example, a strong predicror-critcrion rela
tionship in an employment setting is nor suf
ficient to justify test use for selection without 
considering che. appropriateness and meaning· 
fulness of che crirerion measure. Professional 
judgment guides decisions regarding the spe
cific forms of evidence that can best supporc 
che intended incerprecacion .nd use. As 1n 
all scicncific endeavors, che. quality of the 
evidence is primary. A few lines of solid evi
dence regarding a particular proposirion are 
better cha·n numerous lines of evidence of 
quescionable quality. 

Validation is the joint responsibility of 
che cest developer and the rest user. The reSt 
developer is responsible for furnishing rele
vant evidence and a rationale in supporc of 
chc imended resc use. The rest user i$ ulcimacely 
responsible for evaluacing the evidence in the 
panicular seccing in which the tes t is to be 
used. When the use of a test differs from that 
supported by the test developer, the test user 
bears special responsibiliry for validation. The 
scandards apply to the validation process, f9r 
which chc appropr-iate parties share responsi
bility. Jt should be noted char imporcanr con
rributions to rhe validicy evidence are made a.~ 
orher rcsearcl,ers report finding:;- of investiga
tions char are related co the meaning of scores 
on the tesL 

Sources of Validity Evidence 
The following sections outline various sources 
of evidence that might be used in evaluating a 
proposed ,incerprer.acion of test scores for par
ticular purposes. These sources of evidence 
may illuminate differem aspects of validity, 

bur they do not represent discincc types of 
validity. Validity is a unitary concepc. It is the 
degree co which all the accumulated evidence 
supporrs rhe intended incerprecacion of cesr 
score.I for the proposed purpose. Like the 
1985 Standards, chis edition cefm to types of 
validity evidence, rather than disrincr types of 
validity. To emphasize this discinccion, che 
treatment chat follows does not follow tradi
tional nomenclamre (i.e., the use of the terms 
content validity o r prtdictive validity). The 
gl=ry contnin,1 definicions of the traditional 
terms, explicating rhe difference between tra
ditional and current use. 

EvtDBlCE BASED ON TEST CoNTENT 

lmpormm valid icy evidence can be obtained 
from an 2nalysis of rhe rela1ionship between a 
test's concem and the construct it is ioccnded 
to measure. Test conrem refers co the themes, 
wording, and format of the items, casks, or 
questions on a test, 35 well 35 the guidelines for 
procedures regarding adminimation and scor
ing. Tesc developers orrc:n work fcom a specifi· 
cation of the content domain. The content 
spccificicion carefully describes the contc:nc in 
derail, often with a classification of areas of 
content and cypes of items. Evidence based on 
cest concenr can inc'lude logical or empirical 
analyses of rhe adequacy wich whjch the test 
content represents the content domain and of 
the relevance of rhe con cent domain to che 
propased incc:rprecacion of test scores. Evidence 
based on concenr can also come from experc 
judgmencs of tbe relationship berween pares 
of the test and the construct. For example!, in 
developing a licensurc cc:st, the major faeces of 
the specific occupation can be specified, and 
expercs in chat occupation can be asked co 
assign test items co che categories defined by 
chose: facets. They, or ocher qualified expem, 
can chen judge the represc:n tariveness of ihe 
ehosen set of items. Sometimes rules or algo
rith ms can be conscrucced to select ot generate 
items chat differ syscemacicaHy on che various 
facets of content, according to specifications. 

ll 
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VALIDITY / PART I 

Some tescs -arc based on systematic obser· 
vations of behavior. For example, a lis ting of 
che rasks comprising a job domain may be 
developed from observations of behavior in a 
job, rogcther with judgments of subjecc-maner 
expercs. Expert judgments cart be used to assess 
the relative importance, criticaliry, and/or fre
quency of rhe various mks. A job sample test 
can then be conscrucrcd from a random or 
stratified sampling oF rasks med highly on 
these characteristics. The test can then be 
administered under standardized conditions 
in an off-the-job setting. 

The appropriateness of a given conrenc 
domain is related ro the specific inferences to 
be made from test scores. Thus, when consid• 
ering an available cesc for a purpose other chan 
that for which ir was first developed, it is 
especially important co evaluate the appropri
ateness of che original content domail' for the 
proposed new use. In educacional program 
evaluations, for example, rests may properly 
cover material that receives little or no atten
tion in che curriculum, as wdl as chat roward 
which instruction is directed. Policymakers 
can then evaluate scudenc acbievement wir,h 
respect to both content neglecred and content 
addressed. On rhe other hand, when student 
mastery of .i delivered curriculum is reseed for 
purposes of informing decisions abour indi
vidual scudenrs, such as promotion or gradua
tion, the framework elaborating a content 
domain is appropriately limited to whac stu

dents have had an opporruniry ro learn from 
the curriculum as delivered. 

Evidence about content can be used, in 
part, co address qu~rions about difference5 in 
the meaning or interpteration of test scores 
across relevant subgroups of examinees. or 
particular concern is che exrenc co which con
srruct underrepresenrarion or coosiruct-irrde
vanc components may give an unfair advantage 
or disadvancage co one or more subgroups of 
examinees. Careful review of the c6nscrucc 
and tesr concenc domain by a diverse panel 
of experts may point ro porendal sources of 
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irrelevant difficulty (or e.is1ncss) elm require 
further investigation. 

EVIDENCE BASED ON RESPONSE f>ROCE$SES 

Theoretical and empirical analyses of che 
response processes of test rakers can provide 
evidence concerning the fit between the con
srrucc and the detailed nature of performance 
or response actually engaged in by examinees. 
For inHance, if a cesc is inrended ro assess 
marhemacical reasoning, tt becomes impor
tant co derermihe whether examinees are, in 
fucc, reasoning about the marerial given instead 
of following a srandard algorichm. For another 
insrance, scores on a scale intended ro assess 
rhc degree of an individual's exuoversion or 
incroversion should not be strongly inRoenced 
by social conformity. 

Evidence based on response processes 
generally comes from analyses of individual 
responses. Quesrioning tesr cakers about their 
performance srraregies or responses ro partic
ular irems can yield evidence 1hac enriches the 
definition of a construct. Mainraining records 
that monitor the development of a response 
co a writing task, ch.rough successive written 
drafts or electronically monitored revisions, 
for instance, also provides evidence of process. 
Documencarion of other a.1pect:S of pC'rformance, 
like eye movements or response crmes, may 
also be relevant co some constructs. Inferences 
about processes involve<! in performance can 
also be developed by analyiing che relationship 
among parts of the rest and berwee.n the ,est 
and other va riables. Wide ,ndividunl differ
ences in process can be revealing and m~y lead 
co reconsideration of cenain cest formiirs. 

Ev,dence of response processes can 
contribute to questions about differences in 
meaning or incerprccacion of tesr scores across 
relevanr subgroups of examinees. Process stud
ies involving examinees fcorn different sub
groups can assist in derermining rhe extenr ro 
which capabilities irrelevant or anciUary to the. 
construct may be differenrially influencing 
cheir pecformance. 
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PART I / VALIDITY 

Studies of response processes are not Ii m
i ted ro rhe examanee. Assessmenrs often rely 
on observers or judges co record and/or evalu

ate examinees' performances or products. In 
such cases, relevant validity evidence includes 
rhe CJCrem co which the processes of observers 

or judges are consistent w ith the intended 

incerprerarion of scores. For instance, ,f 
judges are expecled to apply particular criteria 

in scoring examinees' performances, ir is 

imporcant co ascertain whether they are, in 

facr.. applying the appropriate criteria and not 
being influenced by factors chat are irrdevanr 
to cite intended interpretation. Thus, valida

tion may include empirical studies of how 
observers or judges record and evaluate dara 

along with anaJyscs of the appropriateness of 
these proc~ses to rhe intended interpretation 

or construct definition. 

EVIDENCE BASED ON INTERNAi. STIIUCTURE 

Analyses of the internal structure of a 
cest can indicate the degree to which rhc 

relationships among test items artd tcst com.-, 

ponencs conform co the conscrucc on which 
rhe proposed rest score inccrpretarions arc 
based. The conceptual framework for a rest 
may imply a single dimension of behavior, 

or it may posit several components rhac are 
each expected ro be homogeneous, but that 

are also distinct from each orhcr. For exam
ple, a measure of discomfo[[ on a healrh sur

vey mighr assess boch physical and emotional 
health. The exrenc to whlch irem interrela

tionships bear ouc rhe presumprions of che 
framework would be relevant co validity. 

The specific types of analysis and rbeir 
interpreration depend on how rhe test will 
be used. For example, if a partic<llar appli
cation posited a series o f test components of 
increasing difficulty, empirical evidence of 
the extent ro which response patterns con• 
formed co chis expectation would be provid
ed. A theory chat posired unidimensionalicy 

would call for evidence of item homogene
ity. In this case, the icem ,nceud.irionships 

also provide an estimate of score teliability, 
bur such an index would be inappropriate for 
rests with a more complex internal srruccure. 

Some scudies of che internal structure of 

rests are designed co show whether panicuJar 
items may funcrion differently for identifiable 

subgroups of ex-aminees. Differential irem 

functioning occurs when different groups 
of examinees with s imila r overall ability, or 

similar status· on an appropriate criterion, 

have, on average, systcmacically different 

responses t0 a particular irem. This issue is 

discussed in chapters 3 and 7- However, dif
ferential item functioning is nor always a 
flaw or weakness , Subscts of items that have 

a specific characteristic in common (e.g .. 
specific content, cask representacion) may 
function differently for d ifferent groups of 

similarly scoring examinees. This indicates 

a kind of multidimensionaliry chat may be 

unexpected or may conform co the cesr 
framework. 

EVIDENCE 8A.'>ED ON RELATIONS TO 0ntER VAfUABlES 

Analyses of che relationship of test scores 
co variables external co the rest provide anoth

er important source of validity evidence. 
External variables may include measures of 

some criteria rhac the rest is expected co prc
d ict, as well as relationships co orhet rests 

hypothesized to measure the same constructs, 

and rescs measuring related or different con

scrucrs. Measures ocher than test scores, such 
as performance criteria, are often used in 

employment setcings. Caccgorical variables, 
including group membership variables, 
become relevant when chc theory underlying 
a proposed rest use s~ggesrs that group differ
ences should be p resent or absenc if a pro
posed rest intcrprerarion is co be supported. 
Evidence based on rela tionships wich other 
variables addresses questions about chc degree 
to which these relationships are consistent 
wirb r.hc construct underlying chc proposed 

ccsr interpretations. 
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Convergent and discriminant evidence. 
Relationships between test scores and ocher 
measures inrended to assess similar consrruccs 
provide convergenc evidence, whereas rela
rionships becwcrn resc scores and measures 
purportedly of different construc!S provide 
discriminant evidence. For instance, wichin 
some cheorecical frameworks, scores on a 
multiple-choice tesr of reading comprehen
sion mighr be expected ro re.lace dosely 
(convergenr evidence) co other measures of 
reading comprehension based on other meth
ods, such as essay response., conversely, cesc 
scores might be expected to relate less closely 
(discriminant evidence) fO measures of ocher 
skills, such as logic.i1 reasoning. Rdarionships 
among differenr methods of measuring the 
consrruct can be especially helpful in sharp
ening and elaboracing score meaning and 
interpretation. 

Evidence of relations with other variables 
can involve experimental as well as correla
tional evidence. Studies might be designed, 
for instance., to investigate whether sttores on 
a measure of anxiety improve as :i resulr of 
some psychological treatment or whecher 
scores on a test of academic achievement dif
ferentiate between insrructed and nonin
scrucced groups. If performance increases due 
ro shore-term coaching arc viewed as a threat 
to validity, ir would be useful ro investigate 
wherher coached and uncoached g(oups per
form differently. 

Test-criterion relationships. Evidence of 
the rclarion of ti:st scores co a relevant criterion 
may be expressed in va.ri.ous ways. buc the 
fundamental question is alw~ys: How accu
raccly do tesc .~cores predict criterion per
formance? The degree of accuracy deemed 
necessary depends on che purpose for which 
che tesc is used. 

The crirerion variabte is a measure of some 
amibute or outcome that is of primary inrer
cst, as determined by test users, who may be 
administrators in a school system, rhe man
agement of a firm, or clier11s. The choice of 
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the criterion and the;neasuremem procedures 
used co obtain criterion scores are of central 
impomince. The value of a cesr-criterion srudy 
depends on the rdcvance, reliabilicy, :md validity 
of 1he inrerpreracion based on 1he criterion 
measure for a given resting applicacion. 

His torically, rwo designs, often called 
predictive and concurrenr, have been distin
guished for evalua.ring rest-criterion relation
ships. A prcdiccivc study indicares how 
accurately ces1 data can predict criterion scores 
chat are obcained ac a later time. A concurrent 
scudy obtains predictor and crherion infor
mation at about the same rime. When prcdic
cion is actually contemplated, as in education 
or employment serrings, or in planning reha
bilicacion regimens, predictive scudies can 
retain 1he remporal differences and or her 
characteristics of chc: practical si~uation. 
Concurrcnc evidence, which avoids rernporal 
changes, is particularly u.seful for psychodiag
nos1ic tests or co investigate alternative rneas
uces of some specified conmucc. In general, 
the choice of research strategy is guided by 
prior evidence of the em,nt co which predic
tive and concurrent studies yield the same or 
different results in the domain. 

Test scores are sometimes used in allocac
ing individuals to diffe rent rrcarments, such ·as 
differenr jobs within an institution, in a way 
char is advantageous for rhe inscicucion and for 
che individuals. In chat conrex:r, evidence is 
needed ro judge the suitability of using a cesc 
when classifying or assigning a person ro one 
job versus anoiher or to one 1rearment versus 
~nothcr, Classif1carion decisions are supported 
by evidence rhar rhe rda1ionship of ces1 scores 
to performance criteria is different for different 
uearmems. k is possible for tests ro be highly 
prcdiccive of performance for different educa
t,on programs or jobs without providing che 
information necessary co make a compararive 
judgmcnc of che efficacy of assignments or 
rreatmenrs. In general, decision rules for 
selecclon or placement are also i.nlluenced by 
the nucnber of persons to be accepted or rhc.-
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numbers rhar can be accommodated in alter
native placement cacegories. 

E,.,idence abouc relations co other vari
ables is also used co i nvesrigate questions of 
differential prediction for groups. For insran~. 
a finding char rhe relation of rest scores to a 
relevant criterion variable differs from one 
group ro anorher may imply that the mean
ing of the scores is nor che same for members 
of rhe diffe,ent gcoups, perhaps due to con
struct underrepresentation or consrrucr-irrele
vam components. However, rhe difference 
may also imply char the criterion has differenc 
meaning for different groups. The differences 
in test-cri terion relationships can also arise 
from measurement error, especially when 
group means differ, so such diffcn~nces do 
n.oc necessarily in.die.ace differences i.n score 
meaning. (See chapret 7,) 

Validity generalization. An important 
i~ue in educational and employment settings 
is the degree to which evidence of V1JJid.iry 
based on test-criterion relations can be gener
alized r.o a new sicuarion without further srudy 
of validicy in chat new siruation. When a test
is used co predict the same or similar criteria_ 
(e.g., performan~ of a given job) ar d.ifferenc 
times or in differenc places, it is cypically found 
thac observed test-criterion correlacions vary 
subscancially. Tn the past, chis has been taken 
co imply chat local validation srud.ies are aJways 
required. More recen tly, meta-analycic analyses 
have shown that in some ,domains, much of 
chis variabillry may be due to statistical -arcifaccs 
such as sampling fluctuations and variations 
actoS$ validation studies in rhe ranges of resr 
scores and in the reliabiliry of criterion meas
ures. When these and ocher inRuenoes are mken 
into account, it may be found chat the remain
ing vatiahil icy in valid icy coefficients is rdarivdy 
sma'll. Thus, scaristical summaries of past vali
dation srudics in similar situations may be 
useful in estimating cesc-cricerion relationships 
in a new situation. This practice is referred co 
as rhe study of validiry generalization. 

Jn some circumsrances, the,re is a mong 
basis for using validiry generalization. This 
would be the case where the meta-analycic 
database is large. where the rneta-analyric data 
adequately represent rhe rype of situation to 

which one wishes to generalize, and where 
correction for scacistical arcifacts produces a 
clear and cons is-tent pattern of val id.icy evi
dence, In such circumsrances, the. informa
tional value of a local validity study may be 
relatively limited, ln ocher circumstances, che 
infcrencial leap required for generaliz.arion 
may be much larger. The meca-analycic da[;l. 
base may be small , the findings may be less 
consistent, or 1he new situation may involve
features markedly different from chose repre
sented in che mera-analyric dacabase. In such 
ci rcurnsran,ces, situation-specific evidence of 
validity will be relatively rnore informarive, 
AJthough re.search on valid.icy generaliiacion 
shows chat resul ts of. single local validation 
study may be quire imprecise, che.re arc sirua
rions where a single study, carefully done, 
with .adC?quate sample siie, provides sufficie.nr 
evidence 10 supporc cest use in a new sicua
tion. This highlighcs che rmporcance of exam
ining carefully the comparative informational 
value of local versus meca-analycic srudies. 

In conducting scudies of che generali i
abiliry of validicy evidence, rhe prior srudies 
that are included may vary accordiog to sev
eral siruacional facets , Some of che major 
facers are (a) differences in the w2y the pre
dicror conscruct is measured, (b) the cype of 
job or curriculum involved, (c) rhe type of 
criterion measure used, (d) che cype of te.sc 
takers, and (e) the time period in which chc 
study was conducted. To any particular study 
of validity generalization, any number of these 
faeces might vary, and a major objective of the 
scudy is co determine empirically the excent 
to which vatia,rion in rhese facets affects the 
test-criterion correlarions obraind. 

The e,ctenr to which p1edictive or con
current evidence of validiry generalization can 
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be used in new situations is in l.uge measure 
a function of accumulated research. Alrhough 
evidence of generalization can ofren help ro 
support a cfaim or validicy in a new sicuacion, 
the exrent or available data limits the extent to 

which the claim can be susrained, 
T he above dlscussion focuses on che use 

or cumulative databases ro estimate predicror
criterion relationships. Meta-anaJycic tech
nique:. can also be used to sum marize other 
forms of data relevani to ocher inferences one 
may wish co draw from rest scores in a parric
ular application, such as effects of coaching 
and cffens of cercain alreracions 1n tes ting 
conditions to accommodate test rakers with 
certain disabilities. 

EVIDENCE BASED ON CONSEQUENCES OF TESTING 

An issue receiving actenrion in recenr 
years- is the incorporacion of che intended and 
uoinccnded consequences of test use inco the 
conccpr of validiry. Evidence abouc conse
quences can inform validity decisions. Here, 
however, it is important to distinguish 
between evidence chat is directly rdev;int co 
validity and evidence that may inform deci
sions abour social policy but foils outside 
che realm of validity. 

Distinguishing bmveen issues of validity 
and issues of social policy becomes particularly 
important in cases where di fferential conse
qucnas of cest use arc observed for different 
identifiable groups. For example, concerns 
have been raised -about chc effecr of group 
differences in test scores on employment 
selection and promotion, the placemenc of 
children in special eduacion classes, and che 
narrowing of a school's curriculum to exclude 
learning of objectives rhac are- not assessed. 
Although informarion about tbe consequences 
of resting may influence decisions about cesr 
use, such consequences do not in ancl of 
thcmselvc:s deuacr from the validity of inrcnded 
test interpretations. Rather, judgments of 
val idity or inval idity in the light of resting 
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consequences depend on a more searching 
inquiry inro che sources of those consequences. 

Take, as an example. a finding ofdilferenc 
hiring races for members of different groups as 
a consequence of using an employment test. ff 
che difference is due solely roan unequal disrri
burion of the skills the rest purpom to meas
ure, 11nd if rhose skills are, in fact, imporcanr 
contributors ro job performance, chen rhe find
ing of group differences per se does nor imply 
any lack of validity for the intended inference. 
lf. however, rhe test measured ski(( differences 
unrelated co job performance (e.g .. a sophisri
carcd reading rest for a job chat required only 
minimal functional literacy), or if rhe differ· 
enres were due co rhc test's sensitivity to some 
cxamince characteristic not intended ro be pa.ct 
of che cesr consnucr, then validity would be 
called inco quescion, even if rest scores correlat
ed positively wich some measure of job per• 
formance. Thus, evidence abouc consequcno:s 
may be directly rdevanr to validity when it can 
be craced to a source of invalidity such 1IS con
struct underrepcesenration or construcc-irre!e
vanr components, Evidence abour consequenco
chat cannot be so traced-chat in face refleas 
valid differences- in performance-is ccucial in 
in(orming policy decisions hue falls outside r.he 
rechnical purview of validity. 

Tesrs are commonly administered in the 
expectacion ch.at some benefit will be realized 
fro m the intended use of che scores. A few of 
the many possible: bentfics arc seleccion of 
cf'Ficacious treatments for therapy, placement 
of workers in suitable jobs, prevenrion of 
unqualified individuals from enccring a pro
fession, or improvement of classroom inscruc
tional practices. A fundamental purpo~c of 
valldacioa is to indicate whether these specific 
bc:t1efits arc likely co be realiz.ed. T hus, in the. 
case of a cest used in placement decisions, the 
va lidation would be informed by evidence 
rhat alternacive phicemencs, in facr, are djf. 
ferendally beneficial co che persons and the 
instiruc[on. in the case of employment testing. 
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if a test publish.e.r claims- rha.r use of the teSt. 
will result in reduced employee rraining costs, 
improved workforce efficiency, o r some other 
benefit, chen the vaHdacion would be informed 
by evidence in support of chac claim. 

Claims are sometimes made for benefits 
of ccsting char go beyond direct uses of rhe 
resc scores themselves. tducational rests, for 
example, may be advocated on che grounds 
that their use will improve srudem moriva
tion or encourage changes in cla~room 
i11Structional practices by holding e.ducatots 
accountable for valued learning outcomes. 
Where such claims are cencral 10 the rationale 
advanced for resting, rhe direcr examioacion 
of tesring consequences necessarily assumes 
even greater importance. T he validarion 
process in such cases would be informed by 
evidence that the anticipated benefits of wa
ing are being rcalited. 

Integrating the Validity Evidence 
A sound valid icy argument integrates va1ious 
strands of evidence into a coherent accounc 
of the degree to which existing evidence and 
theory ~upport the incended incerpremion of 
rest scores for specific uses. Ir encompasses 
evidence gathered from new studies and evi
dence available from earlier reported research. 
The validity argumenr may indicarc rhe ncC!d 
for rdining the definition of the construct, m~y 
suggest revisions in the rest or other aspects 
of the tescing process, and may indicate areas 
nt>eding furlher study. 

Ulrimacdy, the valid.icy of an ,ocended 
interpre ta tion of test scores relies on all the 
available evidence relev.1nc to che technica l 
quali ry of a resring system. This includes evi
dence of careful test conmucrion; adequate 
score reliabil icy; appropriate cesr administration 
and scoring; accurate score scaling, equating, 
and standard seccing; and careful attention co 
fuirness for all examinees, as described in subse
quent chapters of the Stdtulards, 

STANDARDS I 

Standard 1.1 
A rationale shouJd be presented for each rec

ommended interpretation and use of test 
scores, together with a comprehensive sum
mary of the evidence and theory beving on 
the intended use or interpretation. 

Commmt: The rationale should indiC1te what 
propositions arc necessary co invescigate che 
intended inrcrpretation. The comprehensive 
summary should combine logical analysis 
with empirical evidence co provide support 
for rhe resr rationale. Evidence may come 
from studies conducted locally, in the setting 

where rhe test is to be used, from specific 
prior smdies; or from comprehensive statisti
cal syntheses of available studies meeting 
dearly specified criteria. No cype of evidence 
is inhcremly preferable to ochers; rarher, che 
quali ty and relevance of che evidence 10 1he 
intended rest use determine 1he value of a 

parcicular kind of evidence. A prt!lentarion of 
empirical evidence on any poinr should give 
due weight to all relevanr findings 1 n chc sci
entific lirerarure, including chose inconsistent 
wi th chc intended incerprc:carion or use. Test 
developers have: rhe responsibili(y to provide 
support for their own recomrnend~rions, but 
rest users are responsible for evaluating the 
qual iry of 1he valtdicy evidence provide<! and 
i1S relevance ro che local ~irua tion. 

Standard 1.2 
The tes t developer should set forth clearly 
how resr scores arc intended to be interprcc
cd and used. The populacion(s) for which a 
test is appropriate should be dearly dclimit
ed, and the construct that the test is intend
ed to assess should be clearly described. 

Comment: Sratcmcncs about ¥alidicy should 
refer ro particular interpretations and usa. It 
is incorrect to use the unqualified phrase "the 
validity of rhe resc.'' No resr is valid for all 
purposes or in all si tuations. Each rccom-
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mended use or interpretation requires valida
rion and should specify in clear language rhe 
population for which the test is intended, the 
construct it is intended ro measure, and che 
manner and contexts in which test scores are 
to be employed.. 

Standard 1.3 
If validity for some common or likely inter· 
pretation has not been investigated, or if the 
interpretation is inconsistent with available 
evidence, chat fact should be made clear and 
potential users should be cautioned about 
malong unsupported interpretations. 

Commmt: If pa.st experience suggests that a 
test is likely to be used inappropriately for 
ccrcain kinds of dt"cisions, specific warnings 
against such uses should be given. On the: 
other hand, no two situations are ever idenci
cal, so some generalization by rhe user is 
always necessary. Professional judgmem is 
required to evaluate the eirtcnt to which exist· 
ing validity evidence supports a given test use. 

Standard 1.4 
If a test is used in a way that has not been 
validated, it is incwnbent on the user to jus
tify the new use, collecting new evidence if 
necessary. 

Commmt: Professional judgment is required to 
evaluate che excenr to which existing validity 
evidence applies in the new situation and co 
determine what new evidence may be needed. 
The amount and kinds of new ev1dence 
required may be influenced by experience w,th 
s.imilar prior cest uses or rnrerprerario.ns and 
by the amounc, qualicy, and relevance of 
exisc1ni daca.. 

Standard 1.5 
The compo.sition of any sample of exam
inees from which val.idiry evidence is 
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obtained should be described in as mud1 
detail as is practical, including major rele
vant sociodemographic and developmental 
characteristics. 

Comment: Statistical findings can be influ
enced by facwrs affec1ing tbe sample on 
which 1he results are based. When the sample 
is in tended co rcpresenc a popul.acion, that 
population should be described, and men
cion should Ix drawn ro any ~)'stemacic fac
tors that may limit che representativeness of 
the sample. Faccors chac might reasonably be 
ex:pecced co affect rhe results include self
selection, attrition, linguistic prowess, cLsabil
iry status, and cxclwion criteria, and others. 
Lf che subjects of a validity study are patiencs, 
for example, then the diagnoses of the 
paciencs are important, as well as ocher char
.actcristics, such as the severity of the diag· 
nosed condition. For ,rests used in industry, 
the employmem status (e.g., applicants versus 
currenr job holders), the general level of expe· 
rience and educarional background and the 
gender and ethnic com.position of the sample 
may be relevant information. For tests used 
in educational settings, relevant inform.-1ctioo 
may include educ.itional background, devel
opmental level, community characteristics, or 
school admissions policies, as well as rhe_gen
der and erhnic composirion of the sample. 
Sometimes restrictions ;ibour privacy preclude 
obtaining such population information. 

Standard 1.6 
When the validation rests in part on the 
appropriateness of test content, the procedures 
foUowed in specifying and generating test con
tent should be described and justified in refer
ence to che construct the test is intended to 

measure or the domain. it is intended to repre
sent. lf the definition of the content sampled 
in.corporates criteria such as importance, fre
quency, or cricicaliry, these criteria should aJso 
be: clea.cly explained and justified. 
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Commrnt: For example, test developers might 

provide a logica.J srrucrure rha r maps rhe 
items on rhe cesr to rhe content domain, 
illustrating rhe relevance of each item and thcs 
adequacy with which the set of items repre

sents che content domain. Are;is of the content 
domain that are not included among the test 
items could be indicated as wdl. 

Standard 1.7 
When a validation rests in pan on the optn

ions or decisions of expert judges, observers, 

or raters , pmcedures for selecting such 
experts and for eliciting judgments or rat

ings should be fully de~cribed. The qualifi
cations, and ~rience, of the judges shou.ld 
be presented . The de:;cription of pcocedu.res 

should include any training and instructions 
provided , should indicate whether partici
pants reached their decisions independently, 

and should report the level of agreement 
reached. If participants interacted with one

another o r exchanged information, the pro

cedures through which they may have influ
enced one another should be set forth. 

Comment: Systematic collection of judgments 
or opinions mny occur 2c many points in test 
construction (e.g. , in eliciting expert judg

ments of c:oncenr appropriaceness or adequate 
c.onrent representation}, in fo rmula1ing ruks 
or standards for score imerpreration (e.g., in 

seHing cue scores), o r in 1esr sc.oring (e.g., rat
ing of essay responses). Whenever such proce
dures arc employed, the quality of rhe resulting 

judgmenrs is important co the validation. It 
may be entirely appropriate to have experts 
work together co reach consensus, buc it would 
not then be appropriace to treat thei r respective 
judgmencs as statistically independent. 

Standard 1.8 
If the rationale for a test use or score inter· 
pretation depeods on premises about the 

psychologicaJ processes or cognitive ope ra-

STANDARDS! 

tions used by examinees, thtn theoretic.aJ or 

empiricaJ evidence in support of those prem

ises should be provided. When statemenis 
about the processes employed by observers 
or scorers are part of the argument for valid

icy, similar information should be provided. 

Commmt: If che test specificarion delineates 
che processes co be assessed, then evidenc.e is 

needed rhar che cesc items do. in fact, cap rhe 
intended processes. 

Standard t .9 
lf a test is claimed to be essentially unaffect
ed by practice and coaching, then the sensi

tivity of test pec-rformancc: to change with 
these forms of instruction should be docuc 
mented. 

Comment: Materials ro aid in score imerpreca

tion should summari1.e evidence indicating 
che degree to which improvement with prac

tice or coaching can be expecrcd. Also, materi

als written for test takers should provide 
practical guidance about the value of test 

preparation activities, including coaching. 

Standard 1.1 O 
When interpretation of performance on spe
ciiic items, or sma.1.1 subsets of items, is sug

gested, the rationale and relevant evidence in 
suppoct of such incerprecarion should be 

provided. When interpretation of individual 
item responses is likely but is not recom
mended by the developer, the user should be 

warned against making such interpretations. 

Comment: Users should be giv<'.'n sufficient 

guidance to cMblc them to judge the degree 
of confidence warranted for any use o~ inter
pretation recommended by the test developer. 
Test manuals and score reports s.hould d is
courage ovcrincerpretation of information 
char may be subject to considerable error. 
T his is especially important if interpretation 
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of performance on isolated items, small sub

sets of icems, or subteSL scores is suggested. 

Standard 1.11 
If the rationale for a test un or interpreta
tion depends on premises about the relation
ships among parts of the t est, evidence 

concerning the internal structure of the test 
should be provided. 

Comment: It might be claimed, for example, 
that a cesr is essen tially unidimensional. 
Such a claim could be supported by a mul

tivariate sracistical analysis, such as a factor 

analysis, showing chat rhe score variability 
arrribucable to one major dimension was 
much greater than rhe score va riabili ty 

amiburable to any other identified dimen
sion. When a rest provides more than one 
score, the imerrclac.ionships of rhose scores 

should be shown to be consistent with rhe 
consuucc(s) being assessed. 

Standard 1.12 
When interpretation of subscores, score dif

ferences, or profiles is .suggested, rhe ration
ale and rdevant evidence in suppon of suc.h 

interpretation should be provided. Where 
composite scores are developed, the basis 
and rationale for arriving a.t the composites 
should be given. 

Comment: When a cesc provides more chan 
one score, chc distinctiveness of rhc scparnre 
scores should be demonstrated, and che inccr
relacionships of rhose scores should be .shown 
co be consistent with che consrrucc(s) being 
assessed. Moreover, evidence for the validity 
of interprccacions of rwo separate scores would 
not necessarily justify an incerprctacion of rhe 
difference berween them. Racher, rhe racionale 
and supporcing evidence muse pertain directly 

ro che specific score or score comb,n.uion to 

be interpreted or used. 
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Standard 1.13 
When validity evidence includes statistical 

analyses of test results, either alone or 
together with data on other variables, the 
conditions under which the data were col

lected should be described in enough detail 
thar users can judge rhe relevance of the 
statistical findings to local conditions. 

Attention should be drawn to any features 
of a validation data collection that are likely 

to differ from typical operational testing 
conditions and that could plausibly influ

ence test performance. 

Cummtnt: Such conditions might include 
(bur would nor be lim,red to) rhe following: 

examinee motivacion or prior preparation, rhe 
dimiburion of test scores oveF euminees, the 
cime allowed for examinees ro respond or 
Olher adminisrrarive conditions, examiner 

training or orher examiner charaqeriscics, 
the time intervals separating collcccion of 

d¥a on differenc measures, or conditions 

that may have changed since the validity 

evidence was obtained. 

Standard 1.14 
When validity evidence includes empirical 
analyses of test responses together with data 
on other variables, the rationale for selecting 
the additional variabl.es should be provided. 

Where appropriate and feasible, evidence 
concerning the constructs represented by 

other variables, as well as their technical 
properties, should be presen ted or cited. 
Attention shouJd be drawn to any li.kely 
sources of dependence (or lack of independ
ence) among variables other than dependen
cies among the construct{s) they represent. 

C()mmmt: The parcerns of association 
between and among scores on chc instrument 

under study and other variables should be 
consiscenr wich chcoretical expecta-c.ions. The 

additional variables might be demographic. 
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characrcriscics. indic:arors of ucacmcm condi
r ions, or scores on orhcr measures. They 
mighr include intended measures of 1he same 
consrruct or of diffcrenr constructs. The rc:lia
bility of scores from such orher measures and 
rhe validity of intended interpremions of 
scores from rhese measures arc an imponam 
parr of rhe val ,diry evidence for che instru
ment under scudy. [f such variables include 
composite scores, rhc consrrucrion of rhe 
composires should be cxplajnecL In addition 
to considering chc properties of each variable 
in isola.rion, ic is important ro guard agains1 
faulty incerprccacions ansing from spurious 
sources of dependency among measures, 
including correlarcd errors or sh;ircd variance 
due co common methods of measurement or 
common demenu. 

Standard 1.15 

When ic is asserred that a certain level of 
test performance predicts adequate or 
inadequate criterion performance, informa
tion about the levels of criterion perform
ance associated with given levels of test 
scores should be provided. 

Comment; Regression equarions arc more use
ful than correla1ion coefficients, which arc 
gener:illy insufficient to fully describe pmerns 
of associalion between tests and 01hcr vari
ables. Means, scandard deviacions, and other 
sraristical summaries arc needed, as well as 
inforrnarion about rhe dimiburion of crireri
on performances condirional upon a given 
resr score. Evidence of overa.11 association 
~tween ~ariablcs should be supplemenccd by 
tnformanon abour the form of that a.s.socia
rion and about rhc varaabi lity associated with 
thar association in d ifferent ranges of tesr 
scores. Note that dara collections employing 
cxamtnecs ~leered for their ex1rcme scores on 
one or more measures (extreme groups) typi· 
c.:illy cannot provide adequate information 
abour the association. 

STANDARDS I 

Standard 1.16 
When validation relies on evidence chat test 

scores are related to one or more criterion 
variables, information about the suit:ibility 
and cechnical quality of the criteria should 
be reported. 

Comment: T he description of each criterion 
variable should include evidence concerning 
its rd iabilicy, rhe extent 10 which ir represenrs 
1he imcnded consrrua (e.g., iob performance), 
and the cxrcnr ro which ir is likely ro be 
inAuenced by extraneous sources of variance. 
Special attent ion should be given ro sources 
rhar previous research suggests may inrroduce 
extraneous variance tha1 might bias che crite
rion for or againsr identifiable groups. 

Standard 1.17 
If tes t scores are used in conjunction with 
ocher quantifiable v.uiahles to predict some 
outcome or cri terion, regression (or equiva
lent) analyses should include those additional 
relevant variables along with the cest scores. 

Commem: In general, if several predictors of 
some criterion arc available, 1he optimum 
combination of predictors cannot be. deter
mined solely from ~par.ice, pairwise a:amina
tions of 1he cri rerion variable wah each 
separate predictor in rum. It is olien informa
tive: to estimate the increment in predictive 
accuracy 1hat may be expecced when each 
variable, including rhe rest score, is intro
duced in addition ro all ochn available vari
ables. Analyses involving multiple predictors 
sbould be verified by cross-validation or 
equivalent analysis whenever feasible, and che 
precision of estimated regression coefficients 
should be reported. 

Standard 1.18 
When stacisrial adjustments, such as those 
for restriction of range or attenuation, are 
made, both adjusted and unadjusred coeffi-
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cients, as well as the specific procedure used, 

and all statiH.ics used in the adjustment, 
should be reported. 

Comment: The correlncion berween two vari
ables, -such as resr scores and crirerion meas
ures, depends on the range of values on each 

variable. For example, che tesr scores and the 
criterion values of selected applicanc.s will cypi
cally have a smaller range than the scores of 
all applicanrs. Scatrsrical merhods are available 

for adjusting rhe correlation (0 reflect che 

populacion of inreresc rather rhan rhe sample 
available. Such adjusrmenrs are often appro

priate, as when comparing resulcs across 
various situarions. Reporting an adjum:d 

correlation should be accompanied by a sme
mem of the method and the sraristics used in 
making rhe adjustment. 

Standard 1.19 
If a tesr is recommended for use in assign.ing 

persons to alternative treatments or is likely 

to be so used, and if outcomes from those 

treatments can reasonably be compared on a 
common criterion, then, whenever feasible, 

supporting evidenee of differential outcomes 

sho1.1ld be provided. 

Comment: If a rest is used for classificarion 
inro alternative occupational, 1herapeutic, or 

educational programs, it is nor sufficient just 
to show that the rest predicts ueatmem out

comes. Supporr for the valid1ry of the classifi
cation procedure Ts provided by showing chat 
che test is useful: in determining which per

sons ;ire likely to profit differentially from 
one treatment or another. Treatmcnr care
gories may have co be combined co assemble 
sufficient cases for sraristical analysis. Ir is rec
ogniz.ed, howevec. that such research may nor 

be feasible, betause ech1cal and legal con
srraims on differential assignments may for

bid conrrol groups. 
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VALIDITY / PART I 

Standard 1.20 
When a meta-analysis is used as evidence of 
the Strength of a test,criterion relationship, 

the l e.st and the cri te rion variables in the 
local siruation should be comparable with 
those in the studies summarized. (f relevant 

research includes credible evidence. that any 
other features of the testing application may 

inAuence the strength of the test-criterion 
relationship, the correspondence between 

those features in the local situat ion and in 

the meta-anal>15is shoold be reported. Any 
significant disparities that m ight limit the 

applicability of the meta-analytic findings to 
the local situation should be noted explici tly. 

Commmt; The meta-analysis should incorpo
r:ire all available sn,dies: meeting explicicly 
seated inclusion criceria. Meca-analytic evi

dence used in rest validation cypically is based 
on a numbe-r of tesrs measuring the same or 

very simtlar conmucrs and criterion measures 

chat likewise measure the $ame or sirni.lar 

conscructs. A meta-analytic study may also be 
limited 10 a single resr and a single criterion. 

For each study included in the analysis, the 
[(:sc-crirerion relationship is expressed in some 

common metrte, often as an effect size. The 
Strength of rhe resr -criterion relationship may 
be modcrarcd by features of the situation in 
which rhe test and criterion measures were 

obraincd (e.g., cypes of jobs, characieristics of 
tesr cakers. time interval separating collection 

of test and cricerion measures, year or decide 
in which the dara were collecred). If cesr-cri
cerion relarionships vary according co such 
modcrnror variables, then, the numbers of 

studies permicting, the meta-analysis should 
report separace estimated dfecr size disuibu
dons co('lditional upon relevant $1ruadonal 
feacure.s. This might be accomplished, for 
example. by reporting separate d imibucions 

for subsets of s-rudies or by estimating the 
magnitudes of rhc inAuences of siru-arional 
fearures on effect sizes. 
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PART I / VALIDITY 

Standard 1.21 
Any meta-analytic evidence used lo support 

an inlended test use 5hould be dearly 
descri bed, includi11g methodological choices 
in identifying and coding scudie5, correcting 
fo r arti facts, and examining potential mod
eralor variables. Assumptions made in cor
recting for artifacts such as criterion 
uordiabiliry and ruige restriction should be 
presented, and the consequences of these 

assumptions made d eai:. 

Comment: Mera-walys.is inevic.i.bly involves 

judgmems regarding a number of me1hod
ologial choices. The bases for these judg
menrs should be articulated. In the case of 
choices involving some degree of una:naincy, 
such as artifact corrections ba5ed on assumed 
values, chc uncer1aincy should be acknowl
edged and rhc degree to which conclusions 
about validity hinge on these assumptions 
should be examined and rcpam:d. 

Standard 1.22 
When it is clea.cly stated or implied that a 
recommended test use will result in a specif
ic outcome, chc basis fo r expecting that out
come should be presented, together with 

relevant evidence. 

Comment: If it is asseried, for example, r.ha, 
using a given rest fo( employee selection will 
resulr in reduced employee errors or rraining 
cos1s, evidence in support of that assertion 
should be provided. A given claim for the 
benefits of test use may be supported by logi
c:il or theoretical argument as well as empiri
cal dara. Due weight should be given to 
findings in the scientific literature that may 
be inconsisrem with the stated expectation. 

Standard 1.23 
When a test we or score interpretation is 
i;ecommended on the groW1ds that testing or 

STANDARDS\ 

rhc testing program per sc will result in 
some indirect benefit in addition to the util
ity of information from the test scores them
selves, the ru ionale fo r anticipating the 
indirect benefit should be made explici t. 
Logical or theoretical arguments and empiri
cal evidence for the indirect benefit should 
be provided. Due weight should be given to 
any contradictory findings in the scientific 
li terature, including find ings suggesting 
important indirect outcomes other than 

those predicted. 

Comment: For example, cer~ain educational 
tc5ting programs have been advocated on 
the grounds thar they would have a salutary 
inAuence on classroom inm uctfonal pmctices 
or would clarify students' understanding of 
the kind or level of achievement they wcce 
expected ro acrain. To rhc cxcenr that such 
claims enter into the justificarion for .a testing 
program, they become inrl of the validity 
argument for lest use and so should be exam
ined as pa1t of the validation efforc. Due 
weight should be given to evidence against 
such pccdictions, for example, evidence that 

under some conditions educational testing 
may have a negat ive effect on classroom 

insrrucrion. 

Standard 1.24 
When unintended consequencc:5 result from 
test use, an attempt should be made to 
investigate whether such consequences arise 
from the rest's sensicivicy ro chacacceristics 
other than those it is intended to asse.ss or 
to the test's failure fully to represent the 

intended construct. 

Commmr: The valid icy of test score intcrprtr 
tations may be limited by construcr-i rrcleva.n t 
components or conslrucc underrepresentation. 
When unintended consequences appear to 
51cm, ac least in pare, from the use of onr or 
more tCSlS, it is especially important ro check 
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!STANDARDS 

chac these consequences do nor arise from 
such sou rces of invalidity. Although group 
differences , in and of chemselves, do noc call 
inco question the validity of a proposed inter
precarion, chey may increase the salience of 
plausible rival hypotheses rhar should be 
investigated as pare of che validation effort. 
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2° RELIABILITY AND ERRORS OF 
MEASUREMENT 

Background 
A test, broadly defined, is a set of 1asks designed 
10 elicit or a scale 10 describe ex.uni nee behavior 
in a specified domain, or a system for collecting 
samples of an individual's work in a p~rticular 
area. Coupled with the device 1s a scoring pro
cedure that enables the examiner to quancify, 
evaluate, and incerpret 1hc behavior or work 
samples. Reliability refers ro rhe consiscency 
of such mc;uurcmems when the testing pro
cedure is repeated on a population of individ
uals or groups. 

The discussion thar follows introduces 
concepts and proc(dures that may nor be F.unil
iar to some readers. {r is not expected 1hac the 
brief definitions and explanations presented 
here will be su.fficien r ro enable rhe less sophis
ticated reader ro become adequately conver
sanr wirh these developmencs. To achieve a 

betrcr understanding, such readers may need 
ro consul t more comprehensive treatments 
in the measurement literature. 

The usefulness of behavioral mcasure
mc~~ presupposes that individuals and groups 
och1b1c some degree of Stability in their behav
ior. However, success ive S3.J'Tlplcs of behavior 
from the same person arc rarely idcnrical in all 
perrinent respects. An individual's perform
ances, produces, and responses 10 secs of ccs1 

questions vary in 1hcir quality or character 
from one occasion co anocher, even under 
n rictly controlled condi tions. This variation 
is rcflccrcd in chc cxaminee's scores. The caus
es of this variabiliry arc generally unielatcd ro 
rhe purposes of mcasurcmcnr. An ex.amincc 
may rry harder, may make luckier guesses, be 
more .ilcrr, fed less anxious, or enjoy bener 
heal1h on one occasion than another. An 
c:xamince may have knowledge, experience, or 
understanding rhat is more rclevam ro some 
tasks rhan to orhers in rhc domain sampled 
by rhc test. Some individuals may exh-ibir less 

vuiacion in their scores chan others., but no 
cxaminec is completely consistent. Because of 
this variation and, ln some instances, because 
of subjecciviry in chc scoring process, an indi
vidual's obtained score and chc average score 
of a group will always reflect at lease a small 
amounc of measurement error. 

To say thar a score includes a component 
of error implies that rherc is a hypothetical 
c_rror-frcc value chat characterizes an examinec 
ar the time of testing. In classical test theory 
chis error-free value is referred ro as the per
son's rnu _rrou for rhc ccsr or mcasurcmenc 
pro~cdure. Ir is conceptualized as rhe hypo
rheacal average score resulting from many 
repet itions of the ccst or altcroace forms of 
rhc inscrumcm. In scaciscicaJ terms, the true 
score is a personal parameccr and c:i.ch observed 
score of an e.xamincc is presumed co estimate 
rhi~ p~ecer. Under an approach to rd iabiliry 
emmar,on known as gnuraliUibili,y theory, a 
comparable concept is referred co 35 an cxami
nct"S univrrre score. Under 11011 rapomt rheory 
(IRT), a closely related conccpc is c.'tllcd an 
c_xaminee's ability or trait paramuer, though 
observed scores and trait parameters may be: 
seated in diffc:rcnc units. The hypochecical dif
ference berwecn an c:xaminec's obscrved score 
on any parricular measurement and the exam
inc:c's tru.e or universe score for chc procedure 
IS called mtmurrmt111 t"Or. 

The definition of what constitutes a 
standardized test or measurement procedure 
has broadened significantly in reccnr years. Ar 
one rime chc catdinal features of most stan
dardized rests were consisccncy of the tesc 
materials from examinc_e co cxamince, close 
adherence to stipulaced procedures for rest 
administrac1on, and use of prc:scr[bed scoring 
rules thac could be applied with a high degree 
of consistency. These tcatures were, in face. 
what ma.de a ccsr ~srandard12cd, ~ and rhey 
made meaningful norms possible. In employ-
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RELIABILITY AND ERRORS OF MEASUREMENT / PART I 

menc settings and certification programs, flex
ible measurement procedures have been in 
use for many years. Individualized oral exami
natiorls, simulacions, analyses of extended 
case reports, and performance in real-life set
tings such as clinics are now commonplace. 
In educarion , however, large-scale testing pro• 
grams with a high degree of flexibiliry in tm 
format and administrative procedures are a 
relatively recent devdopmL"nt. In sotnc pro
grams cumulative portfolios of student work 
have been substiruted for more traditional 
end-of-year tests of achievement. Other pro
grams now allow examinees co choose chcir 
own copies co demonsrtace ch_eir abilities. Scill 
ochers permit or enc.ouragc small groups of 
CJ<aminecs t0 work coopemivdy in complet
ing rhe resr. A science examinacion, for ex.am
ple, m.ighc involve a team of high school 
scude.ncs who conduce a study of the sources 
of pollution in local screams and prepare a 
report on thei r findings . Examinarions of 
rhis kind raise complex issues regarding the 
domain represented by the test and about 
che generalizabiliry of individual and group 
.scores. Each step toward greater flexibilicy 
almost inevitably enlarges che scope a.nd mag
nitude of measurement error. However, it is 
possible mac some of rhc resultant sacrifices 
io reliabiliry may reduce consrruct irrelevance 
or c.onscrucc undecrepresencation in an assess
ment program. 

Characteristics and Implications of 
Measurement Error 
Errors of measurement are genern.Uy viewed as 
random and unpredictable. They are concep· 
tually distinguished from systematic errors, 
which may also affect performance of individ
uals or groups. but in a consistent rather than 
a random manner. For example, a sysremaric 
group error would occur as a result of differ
ences in the difficulty of cc.st forms that have 
nor been adequately equated. When one test 
form i.s less difficult than another, examinees 
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who rake the easier form may be expected to 
earn a higher average score chan d1ose who cake 
the more d.ifficult form. Such a di ffccence 
would nor be considered an error of measure
ment under most methods of quantifying and 
summarizing error, rhough generalizabilicy 
theory would permit ccsc form differences co 
be recognized as ao error source. 

The systematic factors char may differen
tially affect rht performance of individual test 
takers are nor as easily detected or overridden 
as chose affecting groups. For example, some 
examinees experience levels of tcsc anxiety 
that severely impair cognitive efl"icicncy. The 
presence of such a condition can sometimes 
be recognized in an exam.inee, but the effect 
cannot be overcome by si:ausrical adjustments. 
The individual syscemacic errors are nor gen
erally regarded as an element that contributes 
ro unreliabiliry. Rather, chey constitute a 
source of construct-irrelevant variance and 
thus may decracr from validity. 

lmporcanc sources of measurement error 
may be broadly carcgoriz~d as chose rooted 
wirhin the examinees and chose external to 
them. Fluctuations in the level of an exam
ince's mocivacion, inccresr, or attention and 
rhe inconsisrent application of skills are dear· 
ly internal factors that may lead to score 
inconsistencies. Differences among testing 
sites in their freedom from disrracrions, rhe 
random effects of scorer subjecrivicy, and vari
ation in scorer scaodards are examples of 
e.nernal factors. The potency and importance 
of any particular source depend on rhe specif
ic conditions under which the measures are 
cakcn, bow performances are scored, and che 
incerpretations made &om the scores. A parcic
ular factor, such as the subjeccivicy in scoring, 
may be a sig.nificant source of measurement 
c1ror in some assessments and a minor con
sidecarion in others. 

Some changes in scores from one occa
sion to another, it should be noced, are not 
re.garded as error, beciuse chey resuJr, in patt, 
from an intervention, learning. or macuracioo 
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PART 1 / RELIABILIT'f ANO ERRORS OF MEASUREMENT 

tha1 has occurred between the initial and final 

1J1easures. The difference within an individual 
indicates, ro some extent, rhe effects of rhe 

intervention or che extent ofgrowch. In such 

settings,, change per se constitutes the phe

nomenon of interest. The difference or the 
change score then becomes the measure to 

which reliabiliry perrains. 
Measurement error reduces the useful

ness of measures. Ir lim[cs che extenr to which 

test results can be generalized beyond the par· 
ticulars of a specific application of the meas
urement process. therefore, it reduces the 

confidence chat can be placed in any single 
measuiemem. Because random me:isurement 

errors are inconsistent and unpredictable, 

they cannot be removed from observed 
scores. However, thei r aggregate magnitude 

can be summarized in several ways, as dis

!:USsed below. 

summarizing Reliability Data 
Information about measurement error is 

essential co the proper evaluation and use of 
an insttument. This is true whether the meas
ure is based on the responses to a specific set 
of questions, a portfolio of work samples, the 

performance of a task, or the creation of an 

original produet. The ideal approach co che 

srudy of reliability e11Cails independent repli

cation of the entire measurement process. 
However, only a rough or partial approxima

tion of such teplication is possible in many 
testing siruations, and investig:irion of measure
mem error may require special srud.ies that dcpan 
from routine testing procedu.rcs. Nevertheless, 
ir should be the goal of cesr developers to 
investigace test reliability as fully as practical 
consideration, permit. No cesc developer is 
exempc from this responsibi.liry. 

The critical informarion on reliabil ity 
includes the idenrification of chc major 
sources of error, summary statistics bearing 

on rhe size of such errors, and the degree of 
generalii:abilicy of scores across alternate 

forms, sc;orers, administra~ions, or other rele

vant dimensions. It also includes a description 
of the examinee popularion to whom the 

foregoing daca apply, as che data may accu
rately reflect what is true o( one population 

bur misrepresenr what is true of another. For 

example, a given rcliabiliry codficicnr or esti
mated srandard error derived from scores of a 

narionally represenmive sample may differ 

significancly from rhat obtained for a more 

homogeneous sample drawn from one gen" 
der, one ethnic group, or one community. 

Reliability information may be reported 
in rerms of variances or standard deviations of 

measurement errors, in cerms of one or more 

coefficients , or in terms of TRT-based test 

information functions. The standard error of 
measmement is the standard deviation of a 
hypothetical disrributioo of measurement 

errors thac arises when a given population 'is 
assessed via a particular tesr or proced ure , 
The overall variance of mc:asuremenr errors is 

acrually a weighted average of the values that 
hold ar various true score levels. The variance 

at a parcicu I ar level is called a conditional 
error wmimce and ics squa,:e root a conditional 
standard enor. Tradirionally, three broad cate
gories of rdlabilicy coefficients have been rec

ogniied: (a) coefficients deri,ved from the 

administracion of parallel forms in independent 

resting sessions tal ternatc-form coefficients); 
(b) coefficients obtained by administration 

of the same inscrumenc on separa te occa" 
sions (resc-rerest or stability coefficients); 
and (c) coefficients based on the relation
ships among scores derived from individual 
items or subsets of the items within a test, 
all data accruing from a single administra
tion (internal coruistency coefficients). 
Where resc scoring involves a high level of 
judgment, indexes of scorer consisrency arc 
commonly obtained. With the development 
of generali-iabiliry theory, the foregoing 
rhree. carcgorie.s may now be $een as s-pecial 
cases of a more general classification: gc:ner

aliz.a.biliry coefficients. 
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RELIABILITY ANO ERRORS OF MEASUREMENT / PART I 

Like cradltional reliability coefficiencs, a 
gmaalizabililJ corffit:imr is defined as rhe mio 
of true or universe score variance ro observed 

score variance. Unlike traditional approaches 
to the study of reliabiliry, however, gcncrali-i

abiliry theory permits the researcher co specify 

and estimate the various components of crue 

score variance-, error variance, and observed 

Kore variance, Escimaeion is rypical.ly accom
plished by the application of che techniques 
of analysis of variance. Of special, incerest are 
the separate numerical estimates of rhe com

ponenrs of overall error variance. Such e5ci
mares pe(mic examination of the conrribucion 
of each source of error co the overall measure

menc process. The gene.ralizabiliry approach 

also makes possible the estimation of coeffi

ciencs char apply co a wide variety of pocenrial 
measurement designs. 

The test information funccion , an impor

tant result of l RT. dflciencly summariz.es how 
well rhe test discriminaces among individuals 
at various level, of che ability or rrait being 

assessed. Under the I RT c;onceprualiz.arion, a 
mathematical function called che item charac
uristic curve oc item response fonction is used 
as a model to represent the increasing propor

cion of correct responses co an item for groups 

ar progressively higher levels of the abilicy or 

trait being measured. Given an adequate 
darabase, the parameters of rhe characceriscic 

curve of each icem in a rest can be escimated. 
The test informacion functio n can then be 
approximated. This function may be viewed 
as a mathematical sracemcnr of the precision 
of measurement at each level of the given 
uair. Precision, in che lRT context, is analo
gous co the reci pracal of the cond1rio11al error 
variance of dassical test cheery. 

Interpretation of Reliability Data 
In general, reliability coeflicic:.nrs arc most useful 

in comparing tests or measurement procedures, 
parcicularly chose that yield scores in differenc 
units or metrics. However, such comparisons 
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are rarely suaightfonvard. Allowance must be 
made for differences in rhe variabiliry of the 

groups on which the coefficients a rc based, 

the rechniques used ta obtain the codficicnrs, 
the sources of e rror reflected in the coeffi

cients, and the lengths of the in,rrumenrs 

being compared in terms of testing time. 

Generafo.ability coefficicnrs and the 

many coefficients included under rhe tradi
tional categories may appear co be inter
changeable, but some convry quice different 
information from ochers. A coefficient in any 

given category may encompass errors of 
measurement from a highly restricted pcr
specrive, a very broad perspective, or some 

point between these extremes. For example, 

a coefficient may reflect e rror due ro scorer 
inconsistencies but not reflect rhe var'iarion 

chat characterizes a succession of examincc 

performances or produces. A coefficient may 
reflect only the iocerna.l consistency of item 
responses within an instrument and fail to 

reflect measuremenr error associared with 

day•to-day ch-a.ages in examinee health, effi
ciency, or motivation. 

le should not be inferred, however, chat 

alcernate-form or cest-rctest coefficiencs based 
on rest administrat.ioos several days or weeks 

apart are always preferable to internal consis

tency coefficients. For many tests, internal 
consistency coefficiencs do nor differ signifi

cancly from alternate-form coefficiencs. Where 

only one form of a test exisrs, retesting may 
resulr in an inflated correlation between the 
firsc and second scores due ro idiosyncracic 
featll{es of the test or to ex.aminee recall of 
initial responses. Also, an individual's starus 
on some attributes, such as mood or emo· 
rional stare, may change significanrly in a 
short period of time. In the assessment of 
s1,1ch constructs rhe mulriple measures that 
give rise ,co reliability estimates should be 

obtained within the short period in which the 
-amibute ri;mains stable. Therefore, for char
acrcriscics of this kind an internal consiscmcy 

coefficient may be preferred. 
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PART I / RELIABILITY AND ERRORS OF MEASUREMENT 

The standard error of measurement is 
generally more relevant than the reliabifoy 
coefficient once a measurt'menc proudure has 
been adopted and interpretation of scores has 
become the user's primary concern. le should 
be noted rhac standard erro,s share some of 
rhe ambiguiries which characterize reliabiliry 
coefficients, and estimates may vary in their 
qua[ity. information about ,the precision of 
measurement at each of several widely spaced 
score levels- that is, condidonal standard 
en-ors-is usually a valuable supplement to the 
single starisric for all score levels combined. 
Like rdiabilit)' and generali-z.ability coc:ffi
cicncs, standard errors may reflect variation 
from many sources of erroc or only .i few. 
For most purposes, a more comprehensive 
standard error is more informative than a 
less comprehensive value. However, there 
are many exceptions co chis generali-z.acion. 
Practical constraints often preclude conduct 
of the kinds of studies thar would yield esti
mates of the preferred standard errors. 

Measuremt'J1C5 derived from observations 
of behavior or evaluations of products are espe
cially sensitive ro a variety of error factors. These 
indudi: evaluator biases and idiosyncrasies, 
scoring subjectivity, and incra-examinee fucrors 
char cause variarion from one performance or 
product co anoche:r. The methods of general
izability theory are well suited to the investi
gation of the reliabiliry of the scores on such 
measurd. Escimares of rhe error vatiance 
associated wirh each specific source and with 
the interactions bcrween sources indicarc chc 
excem co which examlnee scores may be gen
erali-z.ed to a populacion of scorers and co a 
universe of produces or performances. 

The lncerprctacions of cest scores may be 
broadly categori-z.ed as relative or ab10l11tt. 
R.darivc interprerarions convey rhe.scanding 
of an individual or group within a reference 
populacion. Absolute inccrprecations rclace me 
status of an individual or group to defined 
standards. These standards may originate in 
empirical data for one or more populations or 

be based entirely on authoritative judgment. 
Different values of the standard error apply 
to the rwo types of inrccpretarions. 

The test information function ca,n be 
perceived an alcemaclve co iraditional 1ndices 
of measurement precision, but there are 
important dist1nc1ions that should be nored, 
Standard errors under classical rest theory can 
be derived by several different approaches. 
These yield similar, bur not identical, results. 
More significandy, standard errors, like relia
bility coefficients, may reflect a broad con
figuration of error factors or a rescricced 
configuration, depending on the design of the 
rdlabilicy srudy. Tesc informarion functions, 
on the ocher hand, are limited to tbe restrict
ed definicion of measureme.nt error that is 
associared with internal consistency reliabili
ties. In addition, under !RT several difrerent 
machemacical models Juve been proposed and 
accepted as the basic form of the item charac
ceriscic curve. Adoption of one model rather 
than another can have a material effect on the 
derived test informacion function. 

A final consideration has significant impli
cations for both lRT and classical approaches 
to quancification of test score precision. It is 
this; Indices of precisfon depend on rhe scale 
in which they are reporcecl An index stated 
in terms of raw scores or che trait level esti
mates offRT may convey a radically different 
perception of reliability than the same index 
reseated in terms of derived scores. This same 
contrast may hold foe conditional standard 
errors. In terms of the basic score scale, preci
sion may appear to be high at one score level, 
low ar anorher. Bur when rhe condirional 
standard errors are reseated in units of derived 
sc.ores, such as grade equivalents or standard 
scores, quire different trends in comparative 
precision may emerge. Therefore, measure
ment precision under borh theories very 
strongly depends on the scale in which cesr 
scores are reported and tnrerpreccd. 

Precision and consisrency in measure
ment ace always desirable. However. the noed 
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for precision increases as the conseqµenccs of 
decisions and inrerpretarions grow in impor
tance. [fa decision can and will be conobo
raced by informacion from ocher sources or if 
an erroneous initial decision can be quickly 
corrected, scores with modest reliability may 
suffice. Bur if ;i cesr score leads co a decision 
thac is not easily reversed.. such as rejection or 
admission of a candidace to a professional 
school or che decision by a jury that 2 serious 
injury was susrain:ed, che need for a high degree 
of precision is much greater. 

Where the purpose of measurement is 
classificacion, some measuremenr errors are 
more serious than ochers. An individual who 
is far above or far below the value established 
for pass/fail oc for eligibilicy for a special pro
gram can be mismeasured without serious 
consequences. Mismeasurement of examinees 
whose true scores an:: close to the cut score is 
a more serious concern, The rechniques used 
to quantify reliabi licy should recognize these 
circumstances. This can be done by reporting 
the conditional standard error in chc viciniry 
of che ctiric«l value. 

Some authorities have proposed that a 
semantic drstinccion be: made between ~celia
bilicy of scores" and "degree of agreement in 
classification." The former term would be 
reserved for analysis of score variation under 
repeated mcasuremenr. The term c'4.!sificarion 
consistency or inter-rater agreement, rarher than 
reliability, would be used in discussions of 
consistency of dassifiouion. Adoption of such 
usage would make iL clear chat chc impor
tance of an error of any given siz.c depends on 
the proximity of the examinee'~ score to the 
cue score. However, it should be recognized 
char che degree of co.nsisrency or agreemen r in 
ex.iminee classification is specific to the cut 
score employed and irs location within rhe 
score discribucion. 

Average scores of groups, when incerprer
ed as measuces of progn1.m effectiveness, 
involve error factors that are not identical to 
chose char operate ar the individual level. For 
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farge groups, che positive and ncgatiV6 meas
urement errors of individuals may average out 
almost completely in group means. However, 
the sampling errors associated with the ran
dom sampling of persons who are tesred for 
purposes of program evaluation are still pres
ent. Tb.is component of rhe vaciation in the 
mean achievement of school classes from year 
co year or in rhe avecage expressed satisfaction 
of successive samples of rhe diencs of a pro
gram may constitute a pocentsource of error 
in program evaluations. Ir can be a significant 
source of error in inferences about programs 
even if there is a high degree of precision in 
individual tesc scores. Therefore, when an 
i:nstrument is used to make group judgments, 
reliabiliry data roust bear directly on che 
interpretations specific to groups. Standard 
errors appropriate to individual scores are not 
appropriate measures of che precision of group 
averages. A more appropriate statistic is the 
standard error of the observed score means. 
Generalizability theory can provide more 
refined indices when the sources of measure
ment error are numerous and complex. 

'Typically, developecs and disrribucors of 
t.ests have primary responsibility for obtain
ing and reporting evidence of reliability or 
test information functions. The user must 
have such· data co make an informed choice 
among altemarive measurement approaches 
and will ge.nera1ly be unable to conducr relia
btlity studies prior to operational use of an 
instrument. In some instances, however, local 
users of a test or procedure musL accept at 
lease partial responsibil ity for documeniing 
the precision of measurement. This obliga
tion holds when one of the primary purpO$CS 
of measurement is 10 rank or cl;issify exam
inees wicliin the local population. 1t also 
bolds when users must rely on local scorers 
who arc trained to use the scori.ng rubrics 
provided by the test developer. In s1,1ch set
ciogs, local facto rs may materially affect che 
magnitude of ercor variance and observed 
score variance. Therefore, the reliability of 
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scores may differ appreciably from chat repon
ed by the developer. 

The reporting of reliability coefficients 
alone, with liccle derail regarding the methods 
used ro estimate the coefficienr, rhe narure of 
the group from which che data were derived, 
and rhe conditions under which che data were 
obtained constitutes inadequate documentation. 
General srateme.nts to the effect rhar a test is 
"reltable" or ch;i.r it is "suffidendy reHable IO 

permit interpremions of individual scores" ,re 
rarely, if ever, acceptable. l t is the user who muse 
take respon,/biliry for determining whether or 
oor scores are sufficiently trusrworchy ro justify 
anticipared uses and imerpretarions. Of course, 
test constructors and publishers are obligated 
co provide sufficient data co make informed 
Judgments possible. 

A~ cbe foregoing comments emphasiie, 
rhere is no single, preferred approach to 
quantification of rdiabil1cy. No single index 
adequately conveys all of the rdevanr Facts. 
No one method of investigation is optimal in 
all siruacioru, nor is the test developer limited 
to a single approach fo r any instrument. The 
choice of estimarion techniques and the mini• 
mum a.ccepcable level for any index remain a 
matter of professional judgment, 

Although rcliabiliry is discum:d here as an 
independent characteristic of test scores, ii should 
be recogniied that the level of reliabil,ry of scores 
has implicarions for rhe validity of score incer
preracions. Reliability dara ultimately bear on 
the rcpcatabilicy of the behavior elicited by rhe 
test and the consistency of rhc res11lcant scores. 
The data also bear on the consistency of classi
fications of individuals derived from the scores, 
To the ~tent that 5cores reAecr random errors 
of measurctnenr, their pocencial for acturace 
predicrion of criteria, for beneficial examince 
diagnosis, and for wise decision making is lirn
iced. Relacivdy unreliable scores, in conjunctJOn 
with other convergent information, maysome
tlmes be. of value ro a test user, but the le,vel of 
a score's reliability places limits on irs unique 
contribution to validity for all purposes. 

Standard 2.1 
For each total score, subscore, or combina
tion of scores that is to be interpreted, esti
mates of relevant rel iabilities and standard 
errors of measurement or test information 
functions should be reported, 

Comrneni: lt is nor sufficient ro re.port esti
mates of reliabiliries and srandard errors of 
measurement only for cocaJ scores when sub
scores are also incerpreted, The form-to-form 
and day-ro-day consisrem .. -y of cotal scores on 
a test may be acceptably high, yec subscores 
may have unacceptably low reliability. For all 
scores ro bt:' incerprercd, users should be su.p
pl ied with reUabiliry data in enough detail to 
judge whether scores are precisc enough for 
the users' intended lmerpreiations. Composites 
formed from selected subtests wirhin ·a test 
battery are frequencly proposd for predictive 
and diagnostic purposes. Users need informa
tion about the reliability of such composites. 

Standard 2.2 
The standard error of measurement, both 
overall and conditional (if re.lev<l.llt), should 
be reported both in raw score or orig1nal 
scale units and in uniis of each derived score 
recommended for u.se in test interpretation. 

Commem: The most common derived scores 
include standard scores, grade or age equiva
lenrs, and percentile ranks. Because raw scores 
on norm-referenced rests are oniy tardy inter
preted directly, standard errors in derived 
score units are more helpful co the typical test 
user. A confidence interval for an examinec's 
rrue scote, universe score, or percentile rank 
serves much the same purpose as a scandard 
error and can be used as an alternative approach 
to convey reliability informacfun. The impli
cations of the standard error of measurement 
are especially imporcanr in siruarions where 
decisions cannot be postponed and corrobo
rative sources of information arc limited. 
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Standard 2.3 

When test interpretation emphasizes differ
ences between cwo obse('Ved scores of an 
individual or two averages of a group, relia
bilicy data, including standard errors, should 
be provided for such differences. 

Comment: Observed score differences are used 
for a variecy of purposes. Achievement gains 
are frequently the subject of inferences for 
groups as well as individuals. Differences 
berween verbal and performance scores of 
intelligence and scholastic abi lity tesrs are 
onen employed in che diagnosis of cognitive 
impairment and learning problems. Psycho
diagnostic inferences are frequently drawn 
from the differences berwccn subtest scores. 
Aptitude and achievement bacreries, interest 
inventories, and personality assessments are 
commonly used to identify and quantify che 
relative strengths and weaknesses or the pac
cern of rrait levels of an examinee. When the 
interpretation of test scores centers on the 
peaks and valleys in the examinee's test score 
profile, che reliability of score differences for 
all pairs of scores is crirical. 

Standard 2.4 
Each merhod of quantifying the precision 
or consistency of scores should be described 
clearly and ex.pressed in rerms of statistics 
appropriate to the method. The sampling 
procedures used co select examinees for rclia
bai"t)' analyses and descripti,ve Statistics on 
these samples should be reported. 

Commmc: Information on the merhod of 
subject selection, sample si1:cs, means, ·sran
dard deviations, and demographic characteris-
1ics of the groups helps users judge rhe extent 
10 which reported data apply 10 their own 
cxaminee populations. If the test- retest or 
alcernace-form approach is used, thc interval 
between ccscings should bc indicated. Because 
there ate many w.iys of es1imating reliabiliry, 
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each influenced by differenr sources of meas
uremenr error, it is unaccep1:1ble co say simply, 
''The reliability ofccsr Xis .90." A better 
smcmenc would \:,e, "The reliability coeffi
cient of .90 reported for scores on tesc X was 
obtained by correlating scores from forms A 
and B administered on successive days. The 
dara were based on a sample of 400 I Och-grade 
students from five middle-class suburban 
schools in New York Seate. The demographic 
breakdown of chis group was as follows: .... " 

Standard 2.5 
A reliability coefficient or standard error of 
measurement based on one applOach should 
not be interpreted as interchangeable with 
another derived by a d ifferent technique 
unless their implicit definitions of measure
ment error are equivalenL 

Commmt: Internal consiscency, alcernare
form, cesc-rerest, and generalizabiliry coeffi
cicncs should not be considered equivalent, as 
each may incorporate a unique definitLon of 
measurement error. Error varfances derived 
via item response theory may not be equiva
lenr ro error variances c:srimated via ocher 
approaches. Test developers should indicate 
the sources.of error thac are reflected in or 
ignored by the reported reliabiliry indices, 

Standard 2.6 
If reliability coefficiems are adjusted for restric
tion of r.a.ngc or v.uiahility, the adjustment pro
cedure and both the adjusted and unadjusted 
coefficients should be reparted. The standard 
deviations of the group actually tested and of 
the w-gcr population, as well as the rarionale 
for the adjustment, should be presented. 

Comment: Applicar,on of a correccion for 
restriction in variability presumes that che 
available sample is nm represcnr.arive of Lhe 
tesr-caker population co which users mighc be 
expected co generalize. The rationale for rhe 
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correction should consider the appropriate
ness of such ;i generalization. Adjustment for
mula.1 chat presume conscancy in che standard 
error across score levels should not be used 
unless conscancy can be defended. 

Standard 2.7 
When subsets of items within a test are dic
tated by the test specific-.tions 11nd can be 
presumed to measure panially independent 
traits or abiJities, reliability estimation pro
cedures sbould recognize the multifactor 
character of the instrument. 

Comment: The coral score on a test char is 
clearly mulrifacror in nacure should be ueaced 
as a composite srore. If an internal consisrency 
estimace of total score reliability is obtained 
by rhe split-halves procedure, the halves 
should be parallel in conrenr and scatiscical 
charac terisrics. Stratified coefficient alpha 
should be used raclier chan rhe more familiar 
11oo_scra1.ified coef!icirnr_ 

Standard 2.8 
Test users should be informed about the 
degree to which rate of work may affect 
Cl[aminec performance. 

Comment: le 1s nm possible co state, in general, 
whether rd,iabilicy coefficients wiU increase or 
decrease when race of work becomes an impor, 
ram source of systematic variance:. Rate of work, 
as an examinee trait, may be more· stabk or 
less siable from occasion co occasion rhan rhe· 
orher factors rhe tcsr is designed co measure. 
Because speededness has differential effects on 
various estimates, information on Speededncss 
is helpful in incerpreting rcponed coefficients. 

The importance of the speed facror caQ 
sometimes be inferred from anaJyscs of item 

responses and from observations by C)(aminers 
during resr adminiscrations conducted for 
reliability analyses. The distribution of "last 
item acccmpced" and increases in the frequen-

cy of omirred (C.Sponses coward the end of a 
test arc also highly informar ive, chougb nor 
conclusive, evidence regarding speededness. A 
decline in the proportion of correct responses, 
beyond chat amibucable to increasing item 
difficulty, may indic.ice that some examinees 
were responding randomly. Wirh computer
administered tescs, abnoITTially fast irem response 
times, partic:ularly coward the end of the test, 
may also suggest that examinees were respond
ing randomlt [n the case of constructed
response exercises, including essay questions, 
the completeness of the responses may sug
gest chat ti me constrainrs had littl.e effect on 
early items but a significant 1:ffect o n lacer 
irems. Introduction of a speed fac:ror into 
what mighc otherwise be a pow1:r test may 
have a marked effect on alrernare-form and 
test-retest rel iabilities. A shift from a paper
and-pencil format to a computer-adminis
tered format may affect rest speeded ness. 

Standard 2.9 
When a tes t is des1gned to reflect rate of 
work, reliability should be estimarui by the 
alternate-form or test-retest approach, using 
separately timed administrations. 

Comment; Split-half coefficients based on 
separare scores from the odd-numbered and 
even-numbered items are known to yield 
inflated est imates of reliability for highly 
speeded cesrs. Coefficient alpha and other 
internal consistency coefficients may also be 
biased, though rhe size of the bias is not as 
clear as ch:ir for the split-halves coefficient. 

Standard 2.1 O 
When subjective judgment enters into test 
scoring, evidence should be provided on both 
inter-rater consistency in scoring and ,vith.in
examinee oonsisrcncy over repeated measure
ments. A clear distinction should be made 
among reliability data based on (a} independ
ent panels of raters scoring the same perform-
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ances or products, (b) a single panel scoring 
successive perfotmances or new produces, and 
(c) independent panels scoring successive per
formances or new p roducts. 

Comment; Task-to-cask variarions in die quality 
of an cxaminec's performance.- and rarer-ro-rarer 
inconsisrencies in scoring represent 1ndepe11d
enr sources of me;,isuremenr error. Reports of 
reliability studies should make cJ~r which of 
these sources arc reAecred in rhe data. Where 
feasible. the error variances arising from, each 
source should be es timared. Generali z.abil iry 
studies and varian.ce component an,ilyses are 
especially hdpful in chis regard. These analy
ses can provide separate error variance esti
mates for casks wichin examinees, for judges, 
an.d for occasions within the rime period of 
trait stability. Information should be provided 
on the qualific.a.cions of rhc iudges used in 
re.liability studies. 

Inter-rater or incer-obscrver agreement 
may be parciculady imponanc for rarings and 
observational data that involve subclc <fucrimi
nations. le should be noted, however, char 
when rarers cvaluace positively correlated 
ch:uacteristics, a favorable or unfavorable 
asscssmenc of one uaic may color thei r opin
ions of ocher craics. Moreover, high inter-rater 
consistency does noc imply high examinee 
consistency from task to rask. Therefore, 
incernal consisrency wichin r.irers and inrer
rater agreement do not guarancee high re-lia
bility of examinee scores. 

Standard 2.11 
If there are generally accepted theoretical or 
empirical reasons for expecting tha1 reliabili
ty coefficients, s1andard er.rors of measure
ment, or test information functions will 
differ substantially for Vllrious subpopula
tions, publishers should prov.ide reliability 
data as soon as feasible for each major popu
lation for which the test is recommended. 
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Comment: If cesc score incerpreration 1nvolvcs 
inferences wfchin subpopulacions as well as 
within the general population, reliability data 
should be provided for both the: subpopulations 
and the general popularion. Test users who 
work exclusively with a specific cultural group 
or wir.h individuals who have a pariicular dis
ability wouJd benefit from an estimate or the 
standard error for such a subpopulation. Some 
groups of test takers-pre-school children, for 
e,;ample-tend ro respond ro test stimuli in a 
less consistent fashion than do oldcc children, 

Standard 2.12 
If a test is proposed for use in several gti-dcs 
or over a range of chronological age groups 
and if separare norm& are provided for each 
grade or each age group, reliability data should 
be provided for each age or grade population, 
not solely for all .grades or ages combined. 

Commmt: A reliability coefficient based on a 
sample of examinees spanning several grades 
or a broad range of ages in which average 
scores are sceadily incre3..$ing will generally 
gIVe -a spuriously inflated impression of relia
bilicy. When a test is intended to discriminate 
within age or grade popularions, reliability 
codftcicnts and standard c:rrors should be 
reported separately for each population, 

Standard 2.13 

If local scorers are employed to apply gener
al scoring ·rules and principles specified by 
the test developer, local reliability data should 
be gathered and reported by local authorities 
when adequate size samples a.re available. 

Commmt: For example, many scacewide tes.t
ing programs depend on local scoring of 
ess;,.ys, consrrucred-rcsponse exercises, and 
performance tcscs. Reliabilicy analyses bear on 
the possibility that additiooal rraining of scor• 
ers 1s needed and, h.ence, should be an inte
gral pan of pmgram monitoring. 
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Standard 2.14 
Conditional standard errors of measurement 
should be reported at several score levels if 
constancy cannot ~ 35Swned .. Where cut scores 

are specified for selection ot classification, the 
standard errors of measurement should be 
reported in the vicinity of each cut score. 

Comment: Estimation ofcondirional standard 
errors is usually feasible even with rhe sample 
sizes chat are cypically used for reliability 
analyses. If it is assumed rhac rhe scandard 
error is constanL over a broad ringe of score 
levels, the rationale for this assumprion should 
be presented. 

Standard 2.15 
When a test or combination of m easures is 
used to make cacegorica.l decisions, estimates 
should be provided of the percentage of 
exa.mi.nees who would be classified in the 
same way on two applications of the proce
dure, using the same form or alternate forms 
of the instrument. 

Comment: When a tesr or composite is used ro 

make categorical decisions, such as pass/fuil, 
the standard error of measurement at or near 
the cur score has important implications foe the 
trusrworchiness of chese decisions. However, 
the $tandard error cannot be translated into 
the expected percentage of consim:nr deci
sions unless assumptions are made abouc rhc 
form of che distribucions of measuremenr 
errors and rrue score.s. Ir is prefrrable char this 
percentage be esrimaced directly through rhc 
use of a repeated-measurements approach if 
c;onsistcnt with the requirementS of test secu
rity and if adequate samples are available. 

Standard 2.16 
In some testing situations, the items vary from 
cxaminee to examinee-through random selec
tion from an extensive item pool or application 

of algorithms based on_ the ex.aminee's level of 
perfurmance on previous items or preferences 
with respect to item difficulty. In th.is type of 
tesling, the preferred approach to reliability 
estimation is one based on successive adminis
tr:1tions of the test W1der conditions s imilar to 
those prevailing in operational test use .. 

Comment: Varying rhe set of items prcsenred 
co each exarninee is an acceptable procedure 
1n some swings. If this approach 1s used, reli
ability daca should be appropriate to chis pro
cedure. Estimates of standard errors of ability 
scores can be computed chrough rhe use of 
!RT and rcponed rourinely as part of the 
adaprive tescing procedure. However, those 
estimates are not an adequate substirute foe 
escimates b;lSed on successive administrations 
of the adaptive test, nor do they bear on rhe 
issue of stabiliry over short intervals. IRT esti
mates arc contingent on the 2.dequacy of both 
the irem parameter estimates and che item res
ponse models adopted in the theory. Escimaces 
of reliabilities and standard errors of measure
menr based on the adminisuacion and analysis 
of alternate forms of an adaptive test reflect 
errors associated with the entire measurement 
process. The alternate-form esrimares provide 
an indepcndenr check on the magnitude of 
the errors of measurement specific to the 
adaptive fearure of che tesring procedure. 

Standard 2.17 
When a test is available in both long and sho.rt 
versions, reliability data should be reported for 
scores on each vmion, preferably based on an 
independent administration of each. 

Comment: Some tests and cesr batteries are 
published in both a •full-length'' version and 
a "survey'' or ''shorrn version. 1n many appli
cations the Spearman-Brown formula will sat

isfac1orily 1lpproximare the reliability of one of 
these from data based on the other. However, 
context effects are commonpl:1.ce in tests of 
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maximum performance. Also, the shon ver-· 
sion of a srandardized ccsc ofren comprises a 
nonrandom sample of items from the foll
length vei;ion. Therefore, the shorter ve.rsion 
may be more reliable or less reliable than rhe 
Spearman-Brown projecrions fro m rhe full
lengrh version. The reJiabi liry of scores on 
each version is best eva1ua1ed through an 
1ndependem adrniniscrarion of each, usini 
the d~ignated time I/mies. 

Standard 2.18 
When significant variaciom arc permined in 
test administration procedures, separate reli
ability analyses should be provided for scores 
produced under eacb. major variation if ade
quate sample sizes are available. 

Comment: To accommodate examinees with 
disabi[i1ic.s, cesr publishers might authorize 
modifications in the procedures and time 
limits that are specified for the adminimacion 
of the paper-and-pmcil edition of a test. In 
some cases, modified edi tions of the test itself 
may be provided, For example, tape-recorded 
versions for use in a group setting or with 
individual equipment rnay be used to cest 
examinees wl10 exhibit reading disabilities or 
attention deficits. If such modifications can 
be employed wich rest rakers who are nor dis
abled, insights can be g;iined regarding the 
possible effects on rest scores of che5e non· 
standard administrations. 

Standard 2.19 
When avsrage test scores fut ~oups are used 
in program evaluations, the groups tested 
should generally be regarded as a sample 
from a la:rger population, even if alJ eitam· 
inees available at the time of measwement a.re 
tested. In such Gi!Ses the standard e1TOr of the 
group mean should be reported, as it rdlects 
variabiliry due to sampling of c.=.inecs as 
well as variabtliry due to measurement error. 
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Commmt: The graduating seniors of a liberal 
am college, the current diencs of a social 
service agency, and analogous groups exposed 
to a program of interest typically consiiture a 
sample in a longitudinal sense. Presumably, 
compac-.1ble groups from the same population 
will recur in furure years, given static c;:ondi
tio ns, The factors leadi.ng to uncenaincy in 
conclusions about program effectiveness arise 
from the sampling of persons as weU as mcas
uremen terror. Therefore, the Standard error 
of the mean observed score, reflecting varla
tton in boch true scores and measurement 
errors, represents a more re:i.listic standard 
error in chis sercing. Even chis value may 
underestimate rhe variabili1)' of group means 
over time. In many senings, the sratic condi
tions assumed under random sanipling of 
persons do not prevaiL 

Standard 2.20 
When the pwpose of testing is to measure the 
performance of groups i:ather than individuals, 
a procoou.re frequently used is to assign a small 
subset of items to each of maDy subsamples of 
examinees. Data are aggregated ac-ross sub
samples and item subsets to obtain a measw.c 
of group performance. When such procedures 
are used for progtarn evaluation or population 
descriptions, reliability analyses must take the 
sampling scheme into account. 

Comment: This type of mCl!Surement program 
is termed matTix sampling. It is designed to 

reduce the time demanded of individual 
=minces and to increase the cocal number of 
items on which data are obtained. This test
ing approach provides the same type of infor
mation about group performances that would 
accrue if all examinees could respond ro all 
exercises in che i1cm pool. Reliability statisiics 
must be appropriate to the sampling plan 
used with respect co cx:aminees and items. 
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Background 
Test development is the process of producing 
a measure of some aspecr of an individual's 
knowledge, skill, ability, interests, attitudes, 
or ocher characceriscics by developing items 
and combining chem co form a test, accord
ing co a specified plan. Test developmenr is 
guided by rhe stated purpose(s) of rhe test 

and che intended inferences to be made from 
the tes1 scores. The res1 development process 
involves consideration of content, form,u, the 
contexr in which the tcsr will be used, and 
the porencial consequences of using rhi: resr. 
Test development also includes specifying 
conditions for administering che tesc, deter
mining procedures for scoring the resr per
formance, and reporting the scores to rest 
takers and cesc users. This chapter focuses pri
marily on che following aspeccs of rest devel
opment: scaring the purpose(s) of the rest, 
deftning a framework for the test, developing 
cesr specificauons, developing and c-valuaung 
items and their associated scoring procedures, 
assembling the rest, and revising the rest. The 
first section describes rhe test development 
process chat begins with a sratemenr of the 
purpose(s) of rhe tesr and culminates with 
che assembly of rhe rcsc. The second section 
addresses several special considerations in rest 
development, including considerations in 
delineating the test fra.mc;wo rl<. and in dcvdr 
oping performance asscssmenrs. The chaprer 
concludes with a discussion on tesr revision . 
Issues bearing on validity, reliability, and fair
ness arc interwoven within the st.ages of test 
development. Each of these topics is .iddressed 
comprehensively in other chapters of the 
Stanriards. validity in chapter 1, reliability in 
chapter 2, and aspecrs of fairness in chapters 
7, 8, 9, and 10. Additional material on test 
,dministrarion and scoring, and on reporting 
scores and resulrs, is pcovided in chapter 5_ 
Chapter 4 discusses score scales, and the focus 
of chaprer 6 is rest documents. 

Test Development 
The process of developing educational and psy
chological tests commonly begins with a scate~ 
ment of the purpose(s) of the test and the 
consrrucr or conrent domrun co be measured. 
Tests of the same construct or domain can dif
fer in important ways, because a number of 
decisioni muse be made as che cc:St is developed. 
It LS helpful co consider che four phases leading 
from the original statement of purpose(s) ro the 
final product: (a) delineation of the purpose(s) 
of the test and the scope of the construct or the 
exccnr of the domain to be measured; (b) devel
opment and cva.luarion of the test specifi.ca
rions; (c) developmcnc, field resting, evaluation, 
and selection of rhe items and scoring guides 
and procedures; and (d) assc:mbly :ind c:valua
tion of 1he cest for operacional use. What fol
lows is a description of typical test development 
procedures, though there may be sound reasons 
chat some of these seeps are followed tn some 
scrrings and not in others. 

The first step is ro cxrcnd the: ori_ginal 
scatemc:nr of purpose(s}, and the consrruct or 
content domain being considered, inro a frame
work for che resr char describes rhe exrenc of 
rhe domain, or the scope of the construct to 
be measured. The tesr framework, therefore-, 
delineates che 11spccts (e.g., concenr, skills, 
processes, and diagnostic features) of the con
suuct or domain co be measured. For ex.ample, 
"Does eighth-grade mathematics include 
algcbra?n ''Doe& -verbal abi licy include texc 
comprehension a.s well as vocabulary?" "Does 
self-esteem include both feel ings and aces)" 
The delineation of che rest framework can be 
guided by theory or an analysis of che content 
domain or job requirements as in the case of 
many licensing and employment tests. The test 
framework serves as. a gulde ro subsequent test 
evaluation. The chapter on validity provides a 
more thorough discussion of rhe relationships 
among the construct or conrenc domain, the 
i:csc framework, and the purpose(s) of che cesc, 
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Once decisions hav-e been made abou( 
whar chc rcsc ,s ro measure, and whar irs scores 
are imended to convey, che nexr seep is co 

design the test by establishing rest specifica
tions. The test specifications dclineare rhe for
mat of items, casks., or questions; che response 
format or condicions for responding; and the 
type of scoring procedures, The specifications 
may indicate che desired psychometric prop· 
erries of items, such as difficulcy and discrimi
nation, as well as the desired rest properties 
such as rest difficulry, inter-item correlar-ions, 
and rcliabiliry. The rest specifications may 
also include such factors as time resrriccions, 
characceristics of che inrended popularion of 
resr takers, and procedures for adminisrracion. 
All subsequent cest development activities are 
guided by rhe cesr specifications. 

Test specifications will include, at least 
implicidy, an indication of whether the cesr 
scores will be primarily norm-referenced or 
crirecion-referenced. When scores are norrn· 
referenced, rela.cive score interpretations are of 
primary interest. A score for an individual or 
for a definable group is ranked within one 0t 
more distributions of scores or compared tO 

che average performance of test takers for var
ious reference populations ( e.g .• based on age, 
grade, diagnostic category, or job classifica
tion). When scores are crirerion-referenced, 
absolute score interpretations are of primary 
interest. The meaning of such scores does nor 
depend on rank information. Rather, che test 
score conveys direcdy a level of competence 
in some defined cnccrion domain. Boch rda
cive and absolute inrerprecations are often 
used with a given rest , bur the test developer 
determines which approach is most relevant 
for chat rest. 

The nature of the item and response for
mats thac may be specified depCJJds on the 
purposes of the ccsr and the defined domain 
of the tesL Selected-response formars, such as 
mulciple-choice items, are suitable for many 
purposes of resting. The test specifications 
indicate how many alrernarives are co be used 
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for each irem. O£he.r purposes may be more. 
dfccrivdy served by .i shorr consrrucccl-rcsponsc 
format. Shore-answer items require a response 
of no more than a few words. Extended-response 
formars require the test raker to write a more 
extensive response of one or more sentences 
or paragraphs. Performance assessments ofren 
seek ro emulate che context or conditions in 
which the intended knowledge or skills are 
;iccua!ly applied. One type of performance 
a.ssessmenc, for example, is che standardi:ied 
job or work sample. A task is pn:senred ro 1he 
cesc taker in a standardi1.ed format under 
standardized condicions, Job or work samples 
mighc indude, for example, the. assessment of 
a practitioner's ability to make an accurate diag
nosis and recommend ctcatmenc for a defined 
condition, a manager's ability co articulate goals 
for an organization, or a student's proficiency 
in performing a science laboratory experiment. 

All types of items require some indica
tion of how co score the responses. For select
ed-tesponse irems, one alternative is considered 
1he correcc response in some testing programs, 
In other resting programs, the alccrn11tives may 
be weighced d.ifferenrially. For shou-answer 
items, a list of acceptable alternatives may 
suffice; e,cccnded-responsc irems need more 
detailed mies for scoring, some.rimes called 
Jcoring rubric.s. Scorfog rubrics specify- rhc crite
ria for evaluating performance and may vary in 
the degree of judgmenc emailed, in che number 
of score levels, and in ocher ways. le iS- com
mon practice for test developers to provide 
scorers with examples of performances' ar each 
of rhe score levels co help clarify che crireria. 

For extended-response items, induding 
performance tasks, rwo major types of scoring 
procedures are used: analytic and holistic. Boch 
of the procedures require explicit performance 
criteria chat reflect the tesr fiamfflork, However, 
the approaches differ i.n the degree of detail 
provided in the evaluation report. Under che 
analytic scoring procedure, each criticaJ 
dimension of rhe performance criteria is judged 
indepcndemly, and separace scores are obtained 
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for each of these dimensions in addition to 
an overall score. Under the holistic scoring 
procedure, the same performance crireria may 
implicitly be considered, but only one overall 
score is provided. Because the analytic proce
dure provides information on a number of 
cri[ical dimensions, ir potentially provides valu-
4ble informuion for diagnostic purposes and 
lends itself to evaluaring strengths and weak
nesses of test takers. l n concrasc, th.e holistic 
procedure may be preferable when an overall 
judgment is desired and when che skills being 
assessed are complex and highly incerrelaceci 
Regardless of the rypc of scor1ng procedure, 
designing the items and developing the scoring 
rubrics and procedures is an imegrated process. 

A par1icipat0ry approach may be used in 
the design of items, scoring rubrics, and some
times che scoring process itself. Many uueresced 
persons (e.g., practitioners, teachers) may be 
involved in developing items and scoring rubrics, 
and/or ev-.Juating the subsequent performan
ces. If a participacory approach is used, parrici
panrs' knowledge about che domain being 
assessed and their ability co apply the scoring 
rubrics are of critical importance. Equally 
1mportanc.. for chose involved in developing 
tesrs and evaluating performances, is rheir 
familiarity wich the narure of the population 
being reseed. Relevant characceriscics of the 
population being rested may include the rypi
cal range of expected skill lcvds, cheir famil
iar icy with the response modes required of 
them, and rhe primary languag~ they use. 

The re.s t developer usually assembles an 
item pool char consists of a larger set of items 
than what is required by the rest specifications. 
This allows for the tesr developer to select 
a ser of items for che test 1hac meet the resc 
specifications. The quality of the items is 
usually ascertained through item review pro• 
cedures and pilot tesring. Items al'(: reviewed 
for content quality, clariry and lack of ambi
gµity. hems sometimes are reviewed for sensi
t ivity to gender or cultural issues. An attempt 
is generally made to avoid words and topics 

that may offend or otherwise disturb some 
test rake rs, if less offensive ma.tetial is equally 
useful. Often, a field rest is developed and 
administered co a group of cc:st takccs who are 
somewhat representarive of che tacgct popula
tion for the test. The field cesc helps decer
mi ne some of the psychometric properties of 
the cesr items, such as an icem's difficulty and 
abilrry to discriminate among tesr takers of 
differenrstanding on the scale. Ongoing test· 
ing programs ofien preiest items by inserting 
them inro existing tests. Those items are not 
used in obtaining test .scores of ,he test rakcrs, 
but che icem responses provide useful data for 
cest development. 

The next seep in rest development is to 
assemble hems into a test or to identify an 
item pool for an adaptive resr. The test devel
oper is responsible for ensuring that che items 
selected for che test meet the requirements of 
rhe rest speci.fications. Depending upon the 
purpose(s) of the cest, relevant considerations 
in item selection may include the content 
quality 1111d scope, the weighting of items and 
subdomains, and the appropriateness of the 
items selecred for the intended population of 
rcsr ca.kers. Often rest developers w111 specify 
the distribution of psychometric indices of 
the items to be included in the test. For 
example, the spc~if,ed dimibucion of icem 
difficulty indices for a selection test would 
differ from the disrribution specified for a 
general achievement test. When psychometric 
indices of the items are estimated using icem 
response theory (lRT), the fit of the model 
to the data is also evaluated. This is accom
plished by evaluating the exrent co which the 
assumptions underlying the item response 
model (e.g., unjdimensionalil'}', local tnde
pendence, speededness, and equality of slope 
paramerers) are sarisfied. 

The rest developer is also responsible for 
ensuring chat the scoring procedures are con
sistent with the purpose(s) of the test and 
facilitate meaningful score incerprecation. The 
nature of the tnrc.nded score interpretations 
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will determine the imporc:ance of psychomcrric 
characteristics of irems rn the rest construcrion 
process. For example, indices of item difficulty 
and discrimination, and inter-item correlations, 
may be parricularly important when relative 
score incerprccacions are intended. In tbe ca.<.e 
of rclarive score inrerprerarions, good discrim
ination among resr cakers at all poinrs along 
the consrruct continuum is desirable. le is 
irnporcanc, however, char the test specifica
tions are n.ot compromised when opcimizing 
the dimiburion of these indices. In che case 
of absolute score interpretations, differenr cri
teria apply. In this case, chc extent co which 
the rclevanr domain has been adequately rep
resenred 1s imporranc even if many of the 
items are relatively easy or nondisctiminating 
wi thin a releva.nr population. le is irnporcant, 
however, co assure rhc quality of che content 
of relacivcly easy or nondiscriminating items. 
If cut scores ate necessary for score incerprera
tion in criterion-referenced programs, the level 
of irem discrimination consritures critical 
informarion p,imarily in the vicinity of rhe 
cut scores. Because of these differences in test 
development procedures, tests designed co 
facili ca1e one type of inrcrprera1ion function 
'less effecrivdy for orher cypes of inrerpmacion. 
Given appropriate test design and supporting 
evidence, however, scores arising from some 
norm-referenced programs may provide rea
sonable absolute score interprerations and 
scores ~ris ing from some cri terion- refer
enced programs may provide reasonable reJa
rive score inrcrprecacions, 

When evaluaring the quali ty of che items 
in the irem pool and the 1esc irself, rcsr devel 
opers oFtcn conduce studies of differential 
irem functioning (see chapter 7). Differenrial 
item functio ning is said 10 exist when test 
takers of approximately equal abiHcy on the 
rargw:d construct or conrenr domain differ 
in their responses to an item according to their 
group mc-mbe.rship, l n rheory, che ultimate 
goal of such srudies is co identify consrruct
irrclevant a.<.pecrs of irem content, irem format, 
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or scoring crite(ia chat may differentially affect 
test scores of one or more groups of tesc tak
ers. When differential item functioni ng is 
detected, test developers try co identify plausi
ble explanacions for the differences, and then 
they may replace or revise items lh:.c give ri se 
ro group differences if consrrucr irrelevance f-s 
doemed likely. However, ar this rime, there has 
been lircle progress 1n discerning the cause or 
substantive themes that accoum for differen
tial item functioning on a group basis. Items 
for which the differential icern functioning 
index is significant may constirute valid meas
ures of an dcmem of the imended domain and 
differ in no way from ocher irems that show 
nonsigoificanc indexes. When rhe cliffercnriaJ 
item functioning index is significant, rhe test 
developer muse cake care rhat any replacement 
items or item revisions do not compromise 
rhe test spcci ficarions. 

When multiple forms of a rest are pre
pared, rhe test specifications govern each of 
the forms. Also, when ail icem pool is devel
oped for a computertz.ed adaprive test, the 
specifications refer both to the item pool and 
co the rules or procedures by which rhe indi
vidual item secs are created for each test caker. 
Some of the amacrive fearures of computer
iied adaprive rem. such as railoring the diffi
culty level of rhe items to the cesr t~ker's 
ability, place addir ional conscraincs on the 
design of such rests. ln general, a large nu m· 

ber of irems is needed for a computerized 
adaptive test to ensure that eacb tai lored item 
sec meets the requirements of che resr s pccill
cations. Further, rests often are developed in 
the context oflarger systems or programs. 
Multiple item sets, for example, may be creat
ed for use with diffe rent groups of test t.'lkcrs 
Of on different resting dates. Lasr, when a 
shore form of ;i rest is prepared, the tesr speci
fications of rhe original cesr govern the short 
form. Differences in che test specifications 
and the psychometric properties of tht short 
form and the original rest will affect the inter
pretation of the scores derived from the short 
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form. Jn any of these cases, the same funda
mental methods and principles of test devcl• 
opment apply. 

Special Considerations in Test 
Development 
This sectiol'l daborares on several topics dis
cussed above. First, consideracions in ddin
eacing the framework for the test are discussed. 
Following this, considerations -in the develop
ment of performance assessments and portfolios 
are addressed. 

Delineating the Framework for 
the Test 
The scenario presented above outlines whar is 
often done co develop a tCSL However, the activ
ities do not alw.iys happen in a rigid sequence. 
There is often a subrle interplay between the 
process of concepruali1.ing a construct or con
tent domain and the developmem of a tesr of 
that construct or domain. The framework for 
the test provides a description of how the 
construcr or domain will be represented. The 
ptoccdures used to develop items and scoring 
rubrics and to examine item characteristics 
may often contribute to clarifying the frame
wotk. T he excenr to which the framework is 
defined a priori is dependent on the testing 
application. ln many resting applications, a 
weU-deftned framework and detailed test speci0 

ficarions guide the development of items and 
their associanrd scoring rubrics and procedures. 
1n some areas of psychological measurement, 
tesr devdopmcnr may be- less dependent on 
an a priori dcftncd framework and may rely 
mare on a data-based approach that results in 
an empirically derived definition of the frame
work. ln such instances, '\terns are selecced 
primarily on the basis of their empirical rela
tionship with an external criterion, their rela
tionships with one another, or rheir power co 
discrimtnate among groups of individvals. For 
example, construction of a selecrion test for 
sales personnel might be guided by th\: corre-

iarions of irem scores with producriVJty meas
ures of current sales personnel or a measure of 
client satisfaction might be assembled from those 
items in an item pool that correlate most highly 
wich customer loyalty, Similarly, an inventory 
ro help identify different panems of psychopa
thology might be developed using patients from 
different diagnostic subgroups. When test 
development relies on a data-based approach, 
it is likely chat some items will be selected b3$Cd 
on chance occurrences in the data. Cross-valida
tion srudies are roucinely conducted to deter
mine the tendency to select items by chance, 
which involves administering the ma to a 
comparable sample. 

In many testing applications, the frame
work for the test is specified initially and this 
specification subsequently guides the develop-
mem of items and scoring procedures. Empirical 
relationships may then be used to inform 
decisions about retaining, rejecting, or modi
fying itCrTl$. lnrcrpretations of scores from cesrs 
developed by chis process have rhe advantage 
of a logical/rhcomical and an empirical foun
dation for the underlying dimensions repre
sented by the resr. 

PERFORMANCE ~MENTS 

One distinction between performance 
assessments and other forms of tests has to do 
with the type of response chat is required from 
the 1est takers. Performance assessments require 
the rest takers to carry our a process such as 
playing a musical instrument or tuning a w's 
engine or CQ produce a product such .as a writ
ten essay. Performance assessmencs generally 
requl re the cesr takers ro demonstrate their 
abilities or skills in settings that closely resem
ble real-life sercings. For example, an assess
ment of a psychologist in training may require 
the test taker to interview a client, choose 
appropria1e tests, and arrive at di2gnosis and 
plan for therapy. Performance as.essmencs are 
diver~e in nature and can be product-based as 
weU as behavior,b;1.5ed. Because performance 
assessments rypically consist of a small nurn-
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bcr of casks, escabl1shing che extent to which 
rhe results can be genecalized ro the broader 
domain is panicularly important. The use of 
tesr specifications will conrribute ro casks being 
developed so as ro sysrema1icaUy represent che 
criricaJ dimensions ro be assessed, le;1ding co a 
more wmprehensivc coverage of che domain 
than what would occur if rest specifications were 
nor used. Furrher, borh logical and empirical 
evidence are important ro document the extent 
co which performance assessmenrs-casks as 

well ns scoring criteria-reflect rhe processes 
or skills rhar are specified by the domain 
definition. When tasks are designed to elicir 
complex cognitive processes, logical analyses 
of che tasks and both logical and empirical 
analyses of the cesr takers' performances on 
che casks provide necessary validiry evidence. 

PORTFOLIOS 

A unique cype of performance assessment is an 
individual porrfol io. Portfolios are systematic 
collections of work or educational produces 
rypically collected over time. Like ocher assess
ment procedures, lhc design of porrfolios is 
dependent on rhe purpose. Typical purposes 
include judgment of che improvement in job 
or educarional performance and evaluation of 
lhe eligibilicy foe employment, promotion, or 
graduation. A well-designed portfolio specifics 
rhe narure of rhc work chat ,s co be put into the 
porcfolio. The portfolio may indude enuies such 
as representalive pr~duccs, che besc work of the 
test taker, or indicators of progress. For example, 
m an employmenr ~uing invofving promorion, 
employees may be insrrucced to indude their 
best work or producrs. Altcm:uivdy; if the pur
pose is co judge a srudcnt's educational growth, 
srndencs may be asked co provide evidence of 
improvement wirh respect ro particular com
petencies or skills. They may also be requested 
ro provide justifications for the choices. Srill oilier 
methods may include the u.se of videotapes, cxhi
bic,ons, demonsrrarions, simulations, and so on. 

In employment settings, employees may be 
involved iu rhcselecrion of their work and prod-
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ucts that demonstrate che1r compclencics for 
promorion purposes. Analogously, in educa
tional applicalions, srudencs may parricipate in 
the selt!COon of some of their work and the prod
uces co be included in their portfolios as well as 
in the evaluation of the mare(ials. The specifi
Cltions for rhe portfolio indicare who is respon
sible for selecting its contents. For example, rhe 
specifications may scare that the cest caker, rhe 
examiner, or both parties working together should 
be involved in the sdeaion of the content.~ of the 
portfolio. The particular responsibili1ies of each 
parry :m dclinea1ed in the specifications. The 
more s1andardized the conccncs and procedures 
of admin,smcion, che ec2sier at is co eS1ablish 
comparabilicy of portfolio-based scores. 
Regardless of che methods used, all performance 
assessments are evaluated by the same standards 
of 1ec.hnical quality as other forms of tem .. 

Test Revisions 
Tests and chdr supporting documents (e.g. , rest 
manuals, technical manuals, user's guides) are 
reviewed periodically to determine whether 
revisions ate needed. R.evis,ons or amendments 
are necessary when new research data, significanr 
changes in lhe domain, or new condirions of 
test use and interpretation would either improve 
the validity ofin1erpmations of che test scores 
or suggest that the rest is no longer fully appro
priate for its intended use. As an example, rem 
are revised if che tesr content or language has be
come ourdaced and, cherdon:, may subsequently 
affect ,the validity of che test score incerprerarions. 
.Revisions co ccsr content arc also made r.o ensure 
the c.onfidencialiry of lhe rcsr. Ir should be noted, 
however, rhat outdated norms may nor have the 
same implie1tions for revisions as an oucdared rest. 
For ex.ample, it may be nec~ary to update che 
norms for an ac.hievemcnc rest afrer a period of 
rising or falling achievement in che norming 
population, or when there are changes in rhe 
test-raking population, bur rhe rest content 
itself may conrinue to be as relevant as it was 
when the resr was developed, 
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Standard 3.1 
Tests and testing programs should be devel
oped oa a sound scientific basis. Test devel
opers and publishers should compile and 
document adequate evidence bearing on 
test development. 

Standard 3.2 
The purpose(s) of the test, defirution of the 
domain, and the test specifications should 
be stated clearly so that judgments can be 
made about the appropriateness of the 
defined domain for the seated purpose(s) 
of the test and about the relation of items 
to the dimensions of the domain they are 

intended to represent. 

Comment: The adequacy and usefulness of 
test interpretadons depend on the rigor with 
which che purposes of the test and the domain 
represented by the rest have been defined and 
cxplicaced. The domain definition should be 
sufficiently derailed and delimited to show 
dearly what dimensions of knowledge, skill, 
processes, acticude, values, emotions, or 
behavior are included and what dimensions 
are excluded. A dear descriprion wiU enhance 
acc-uratc judgments by r'cvicwc:rs and others 
abouc che·congruencc of che defined domain 
and the resc irerns. 

Standard 3.3 
The rest specifications should be document
ed, along with their ra tionale and the 
proc.ess by which they were developed. The 
test specifications should define the content 
of the test, the proposed number of items, 
the item formats, the desired psychometric 
,propert ie~ of the items, and the item and 
section acrangement. They should also speci
fy the :.mount of time for testing, directions 
to the rest takers, procedures to be used for 
test administration and scoring, and other 
relevant information. 

STANDARDS! 

O>mmml: Professional Judgment play; a major 
role in developing the test specifications. The 
specific procedures used for developing the: 
specifications depend on the purposes of the 
test. Foe example, in devdoping lie.ensure and 
cenification tests, practice analyse.- or job .naly
scs usually provide: rhc: basis for defin ing che 
rest specifications, and job analyses primarily 
serve this function for employment tests. For 
achievement rests to be given ac the end of a 
course, the test specificaciom should be based 
on an outline of course content and goals. 
\'v'hereas, for placement rests, ir may be nec
essary co examine rhe required entry knowl
edge and skills for severaJ courses. 

Standard 3.4 
The procedures used to interpret test scores, 

and, wheo appropriate, the normative or 

standardization samples or the criterion used 
should be docwnenred. 

O>mmmt: Test specificarions may indicate iliac 
the inrended score incerprewions are for absolute 
or relative score interprecarions, or both. In rel
ative score interpretations the scarus of an indi
vidual (or group) is demmincd by comparing 
the score (or mean score) ro che performance of 
others in one or more defined populations. ln 
absolute score intcrprctations, the score or aver
age is assumed co reflect directly a level of com
petence or mastery in some defined criterion 
domain. Tests designed co fu.cilirate one type of 
inccrprecacioa function less effectively for other 
types of inmpretations. Glvcn appropriate rest 
design and adequare supporcing data. however, 
scores a.rising from norm-referenced cestiClg pro
grams may provide reasonable absolute score 
inrerpretacions and scores arising from criccrion
referenced programs may provide reasonable 
relacive score interpretations. 

Standard 3.5 
When appropriate, Jelevant experts external 
to the testing program should review the test 
specifications. The purpose of the review, the 
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I STANDARDS 

process by which the review is conducted, 

and the results of the review should be docu
mented. The qualifications, relevant eitperi

ences, and demographic characteristics of 
expert j udges should also be documented. 

Comment; &perc review of the resr specifica

tions may serve many useful purposes such as 
helping ta assu re content quality and repre

sentativeness. The eA:pert judges may include 

individuals representing defined populations 

of concern co the ccsc specificacions. For exam
ple, if the cest i-s rdared co ethnic minority 
concerns, the expert review typically includes. 

members of appropria,e erhnlc minoriry 
groups or experts on minority group issues. 

Standard 3.6 
The iype of items, the response formats, scor

ing procedW'CS, and test administration proce

dures should be selected based on the putposes 
of the rest, the domain to be measured, and 

the ioteJ1ded test takers. To the atent passible, 

test content should be chosen 10 ensure that 
inrended inferences from test scores are equally 
valid for members of different groups of test 
takers. The test ,:eview process should include 

empirical analyses and, when appropriate, the 
use of expert judges to review items and 

response fomms. The qualifications, relevant 
experiences, and demographic characteristics 
of expert judges should also be documented. 

Comment: Experc judges m-ay be asked co iden
tify rnarerial likely to be inappropriate, confus
ing, o r offensive for groups in the ccst-taking 
population. For exnmple, judgi:s may be aske-d 
co identify whether lack of exposure to problem 
contexts in mathematics word problems may 
be of concern for some groups of studencs. 
Various groups of cesc take~ can be defined by 

characteriscics such as age, echnicicy, culture, 
gender, disabiliry, or demographic region. 

There is limited evidence, however, thac expert 
reviews alleviate problems wirh bias in cc.sting 

(see chapter 7). 
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Standard 3.7 
T he proce,durcs used to develop, review, and 
try out items, and to select items from the 

irem pool should be docume nted. If t he 
items were classified inro differenr categories 

o r subrests according to the rest specifica

tions, the procedures used for the classi fica

tion and the appropriateness and accuracy 
of cbe classification should be documented. 

Comment: Empirical evidence and/or experr 
judgment are used co classify icems according 
ro categories of the tesc speci fi cations. For 

elC:lmple, professional panels m:iy be used for 
classifying the items or for determining che 
appropriateness of the developer's classifica
tion scheme. The panel and procedures used 

should be chosen with care as r.hey will affect 

the accuracy of the classification. 

Standard 3.8 
When item tryouts or field tests a re con

duct ed, the procedures used to select the 

sample(s) of test talrers for item tryouts and 
the resulting characteristics of tbe sa.mple(s) 
should be documented, When appropriate, 

the sample(s) should be as representative as 
possible of the populution(s) for wbich the 

test is intended. 

Comment: Conditions which may differeniial

ly affecr performance on rhe cesr icems by the 

sarnple(s) as compared co che inte-nded popu
lacion(s) should be documented when appro
priate. As an example, t~r rakers may be less 
motivated when they know their scores will 
nOL have an impact on chem. 

Standard 3.9 
When a test de,•eloper evaluates the psycho
meu ic properties of items, the class ical or 
item response theory (IRT) model wed for 

evaluating the psychometric properties of 

items s.hould be dorumented. The sample used 
for estimating item properties should be de-
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~bed and should be of adequate siz.e•and di~u
sity for the procedure. The process by which 
items are selected and the data u&ed for icem 
selection, such as item diffirulty. item discrimi
nacioo, and/or item information, should also 
be documented. When IRT is used to estimate 
item parameters in test development, the item 
response model, estimation procedures, and 
evidence of model fit should be documented. 

Comment: Although overall sample size is 
irnporcaor, it is important also char chm: be .u1 
adequate number of cases in regions critical co 
rhe determination of 1he psychometric proper
ries of irerru:. If the rest is co achieve greatest 
pre<.ision in a particular pan of the score scale 
and 1his consideration affects item selection, 
the manner in which icem scaciscics are wed 
needs to be carefully described. When IRT is 
used as the basis of test development, it is 
importani to document the adequacy of fit of 
the model co che daca. This is accomplished by 
providing rnformarion about the excenr ro 
which !RT assumptions (e.g., unidimensionali
ty, locu item independence. or equality of slope 
parameters) are satisfied. 

Test developers should show char any dif
ferences between the adminiscracion conditions 
of the field {est and the final form do not affect 
item performance. Conditions chat can affect 
item srariscics i ncludc: item position, ti me 
limits, length of test, mode of testing (e.g., 
paper-and-pencil versus computer-administered), 
and use of calculators or ocher co.ols. For exam
ple, in f1dd cest.ing iccrns, rhosc placed at the 
end of a test might obtain poorer item statis
tics chan ch6se imerced within the cesc. 

Standard 3.1 O 
Test developers should conduct cross-valida
tion studies when items are selected primari
ly on the basis of empirical relationships 
rather than on the basis of content or theon:ti
cal. considerations. The extem to which the dif
ferent studies identify the same item set should 
be documented. 

STANDARDS! 

Comment: When dara-l,ased approaches m resr 
development are used, items a(C selected prima
rily on che basis of their empiriciJ relationships 
with an external criterion, their relationships 
with one another, or their power to discrimi
nate among groups of individuals. Under these 
circumstances, it is likely that some items will 
be selected based .on chance occurrences in the 
data used. Adminiscering the cest to a compara
ble sample of test takers or a hold-out sample 
provides a means by which the iendency to 
select items by chance can be dc:termiT\e~I. 

Standard 3.11 
Test developers should doauncnt th.e ex;tent to 
which the oontcnr doma.i.n of a tesr represents 
the d.cfined domain and test specificatioos. 

Comment; Test developers should provide evi
dence of the: extent to which the test items and 
scoring criteria r:eprcsent the defined domain. This 
affords a basis ro help dee.ermine wberher per
formance on che test can be genei:aliz.ed to the 
domain that is being a.,;sessed. This is especially 
important for teStS chat conrain a small number 
of items such as performance assessments. Such 
evidence may be provided by cx.pecc judges. 

Standard 3.12 
The rationale and supporting evidence for 
computemed adaptive tests should be docu
mented. This documentation should include 
procedures used in selecting subsets of irems 
for adroinist:ration, in determining the statt
ing point and termination conditions for the 
test, in scoring the test, and for controlling 
item cxpos\lJ'C. 

Comm,mt: le is important to assure that docu
mentation of the procedures does not corn
piomise the security of the test items. 

If a compuccriz.ed adaptive tc:st is intended 
to me:1$ure a number of different content sub
cacegories, irem selection procedures are to assure 
that the subcategories arc adequately rcp~nced 
by the items presented tO cne test tike1: 
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Standard 3.13 
When a test score i.s derived from the diffcren· 
tial weighting of items, the test developer 
should document the rationale and process used 
to develop, review, and assign item weights. 
When the ircm weigbu arc obtained based on 
empirical data, the sample used for obtaining 
item weighu should be suffici ently large and 
representative of the population for which the 
cest is intended. When the item weights are 
obtained based on expert judg,nem, the quali· 
fic.atio ns of the judges should be documented. 

Commmr: Changes in che population of test 
takers, ~ong wich other changes such as changes 
in insrructions, rraining, or job requiremenrs, 
may impact the original derived item weights, 
necessitating svbsequcnc srudics afrer an 
appropriate period of time. 

Standard 3.14 
The criteria used for scoring test takers' per• 
furmance on extended-response items should be 
documented. This documentation is especially 
important for performance assessments, su~ ~ 
5<:orahle portfolios and essays, where the cnteoa 
for scoring may not be obvious to the user. 

Commtnl: The compleceness and daricy of che 
cesc specificarions, including the definition of the 
domain, are e55encial in developing the scoring 
criteria. The rest developer needs to provide a 
dear dcscripcion of how the test scores are 
intended co be incerpreced ro help ensure rhe 
appropriareness of rhe scoring procedure:$. 

Standard 3.15 
When using a standardized testing format to 
coUect structured behavior samples, the domain, 
test design, resr specific:uions, and materials 
sb.ould be documented as for any other test 
Such documentation should include a dear 
definition of the behavior expected of the test 
takers, the narure of the expected responses, and 
any materials or di rections that arc necessary 
to c:3rry out the tCSting. 
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u mmmt: ln dcvdoping a piompc, lhe age, lan
guage, experience, and ability level of ccsc takers 
should be considered, as should uther possible 
unique sources of difficulty fur groups in the po
pulation co be tested. Tcsc dirccrions chat specify 
umc allowances, narure of the responses expect· 
ed, and rules regarding use of supplemenrary 
mareriak, such as notes, references, dict.ionarie.s, 
calculacors, or manipula1ives such as lab equip
ment, may be established via field testing. 

Standard 3.16 
If a shon fonn of a test is prepared, for exam
ple, by reducing the number of items on the 
original tcSt or organwng portions of a test into 
a separate form, the spedfic:arions of die shon 
form should be as similar as possible to tl1osc 
of che original test, The procedures used for 
the reduction of items should be documented. 

Commmt: The extern to whrch the specific.a
cions of rhc shore form differ from chose of 
the original rest, and che implicacions of such 
differences for interpreting the scores derived 
from rhe shore form, should be documented. 

Standard 3.17 
When previous research indicates- that irrelc
V3Sll variance could confound the domain def
inition underlying the test, then to the extent 
feasible, the test developer should investigate 
sowces of irrelevant variance. Where possible, 
such sources of i.rrdevant variance should be 
removed or reduoed by the test developer. 

Standard 3.18 
f.or tests lhar haVI! time \i.mits, test des-dopment 
research should examine the degree to which 
scores include a speed component and evaluate 
the appropriateness of that component, given 
th.e domain the test is designed to measure. 

Standard 3.19 
The directions for test administration should 
be p~ntcd with sufficient clarity an.d empha-
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sis so that it is possible for others- ro replicate 
adequately the ad.ministration conditions wµler 
which the data on reliability and validity, and, 
where appropriate, norms were obtained. 

Comment: Because all people adminisrering 
rests, induding chose in schools, industry, and 
clinics, need to follow rest adminiscracion con
ditions carefully, it is essential rbat tesc admin
istrators receive detailed insrructions on test 
administracion guidelines and procedures. 

Standard 3.20 
The insuuaions presemed to test takers should 
contain sufficient detail so that test talrers can 
respond to a task in the manner that the test 

developer intended. When appropriate, sample 
material, practlce or sample questions, criteria 
fur scoring, and a representative item identi-
6ed with each major area in the test's classifi
cation or domain should be provided co the 
test takers prior to the administration of the 
rest or included in the testing material as part 
of the standard administration inscructions. 

Comment: For example, in a personality 
ioveorory it may be intended thac rest takers 
give the first response that occu.rs 10 them. 
Such an expectation should be made clear in 
the inventory direcrions. As anorher example, 
in directions for interest or occupational 
invemorics, it may be imporranr co specify 
whether test takers are to mark the activities 
rhey would ltk-e ideally or whether rhey are 
to consider both their opporrunity and tbeir 
abiliry realistically. 

The cxcem and nacun: of practice materi
als and directions depend on expected levels 
of knowledge. among test takers. For example, 
in using a novel rest format, it may be very 
important to provide the rest taker a pracnce 
opporrunity as pare of the cesc administtation. 
In some testing situarions, ir may be important 
for the instructions to address such matters as 
the effects that guessing and time limits have 
on cest scores. lf expansion or elaboruion of 
the test instructions is permicced, rhe condi-

STANDARDS! 

dons under which chis may be done should be 
stated dearly in the form of general rules and 
by giving representative examples. If no expan
sion or elaboration is co be permitted, chis 
should be srared explicitly. Publishers should 
include. guidance for dealing with typical 
questions from cesc rakers. Users should be 
inscructcd how ro deal with questions that 
may arise during the testing period. 

Standard 3.21 
lf the test developer indicates that the condi
tions of aclmin.isrrarion are pemtitted to vary 
from one test taker or group to another, per
missible variation in conditions for adminis
tration should be identified, and a rationale 
for pennining the different conditions should 
be documented. 

Comment: !n deciding whether the: co11dic1ons 
of administration can vary, the test developer 
needs to consider and study the potential 
effects of varying conditions of ad minima• 
tion. If condicions of administration vary 
from che· condirions srudied by the rest devel
oper or from rhose used in ,he: development 
of norms, the comparability of the test scores 
may be weakened and the applic.ability of che 
norms can be questioned. 

Stand·ard 3.22 
Procedures for scoring and, if relevant, 
scori ng criteda -should be presented by 
the test i:levelopcr in sufficient detail and 
clarity ro maxim.iz.e the accuracy of scoring. 
Instructions for using rating scales or for 
deriving scores obtained by coding, scaling, 
or classifying constructed responses should 
be clear. This u; especiaJJy critical if tests 
can be scored locally. 

Standard 3.23 
The process for selecting, training; and qualify
ing scorer:s should be documented by the cest 
developer. The training materials, such as the 
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scoring nibrics and example; of test takers' 
responses that iU11Strate the levels on the score 

scale, and the p toceduccs for training scorers 
should result in a degree of agreement among 
scorers that allows for the scores to be interpret

ed as originally inrended by die test developer. 
Scorer reliability and potential drift over time 

in raters' scoring standards should be evaluat· 

ed and teported by the person(s) responsible 
for conducting the training session. 

Standard 3.24 
When scoring is done locally and requires 
scorer j udgment, the tesr user is responsible 

for providing adequate training and instruc
tion to the scorers and for examining .scorer 

ag.recmcnr and accuracy. The test developer 
should document the expected level of scorer 
agreement and accuracy. 

Comment: A common practice of 1esc devel

opers i~ to provide examples of 1raining mare

rials (e,g .. scoring rubrics, rest rakcrs' responses 

at each score level) and procedures when scoring 

is done locally and requires scorer judgment. 

Standard 3.25 
A test should be amended or revised when 
new cesearch daca, significant changes in the 
domain represented, or newly recommended 

conditions of test !J,Se may Lower the validiry 
of test score interprctatio11s. Although a test 

that remains useful need not be withdrawn 

or revised simply because of the p;i.ssage of 
ti me, test devclopcu and test publishers are 

responsible for monitoring changing condi
tions and for amending, revising, or with
drawtng the test as indicated. 

Comment: Test developers need to consider a 
number of fac10rs thac may wartant the: revi
sion of a 1csc, including oucdaccd cesc contenc 
and language. ff an older version of a cesc is 
used when a newer version has b~n published 

or made available, test users are responsible for 
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providing evidence char the older version is 
as apptopriare as che new version for that 

panicular test use. 

Standard 3.26 
Tests should be labeled or advertised as 

«revised" only when they have been revised 

in significant ways. A phrase such as "with 
minor modi6cacion" should be used when 
the test has been modified in minor ways. 

The score scale should be .adjusted to atcowit 
foe these modifications, and users should be 

informed of the adjustments made to the 

score scale. 

Comment: It is the test developer's responsi
bility to determine whether revisions 10 a test 
would inAucnce rest score: inrerprc:carions. If' 
test score incerprecations would be affected 
by the revisions, it would then be appropriate 
co label che rest "revised." When 1es1s are 

revised, the nature of the revisions and their 

implications on test score interpretations 
should be documenrcd. 

Standard 3.27 
If a test or part of a test is intended for 
research use only and is not distributed for 

operational use, scatements ro this effect 
should be displayed prominently on all rele
vant test administration and interpretation 

materials that are provided to the test user. 

Comment: This standard refers to cesrs char 
are inrcndcd for research use only and docs 
nor refer to sraodard rest developmenr func
cions thac occur prior to the operational use 
of a tesc (e.g., field resting). 
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4. SCALES, NORMS, AND SCORE 
COMPARABILITY 

Background 
Test scores are reported on scales designed ro 
assist score interprecarion. Typically, scoring 
begins Witq responses tO separate tCS l items, 
which are often coded using O or l ro represenr 
wrong/right or negative/positive, but sometimes 
using numerical values m indicate finer re.1ponse 
gradacions. Then the icem scores are combined, 
often by addirion but sometimes by a more 
elaborate procedure, co obcain a raw score. Raw 
scores are dcrccmioed, in pare, by featu res of a 
rest such as test length, choice of time limit, 
item difficulties, and the circumstances under 
which the cest is administered. This makes raw 
scores difficult co inrerprer in che absence of 
further infortnarion. Interpretation and statisti
cal analyses may be facilitated by converting 
raw scores inro an entirely different sec of val
ues called daiv~d 1com or rcakscom. The vari
ous scales used for reporting scores on college 
admissions rests, the standard scores often 
used to report results for intelligence scales or 
vocational interest and personality lnventories, 
and the grade equivalents reporrcd for achieve
ment rests in the elcmenc;iry grades are exam· 
pies of scale scores. The process of developing 
such a score scale is called scaling 2 test. Scale 
scores may aid imerprecacion by indicating 
bow a given score compares to chose of ocher 
cesc takers, by enhandng the comparabilicy of 
scores obtained using different forms of a ccsc. 
or in other ways. 

Another way of assisting score interpreta
tion is to establish standards or cut scom thac 
distinguish different score ranges. In some 
cases, a slngle cut score may define che bound
;iry between passing and failing. l n other c.ises, 
a series of cut scores may define distinct pro
ficiency levels. Cur scores m;iy be established 
for eicher raw or scale scores. Boch scale scores 
and standards or cur scores can be central tO 

che use ancl interpretation of cest scores. For 

chat reason, thci t defensibility ls an important 
conside_ration in test validation. There is a close 
connection between standards or cue scores 
and certain scale scores. If the successive score 
ranges defined by a series of cue scores are 
relabeled, say 0, l , 2, and so on, then a scale 
score has been created. 

ln addition t0 faciJjrating iocerpretations 
of a single rest form considered .in isolacion, 
scale scores arc: often created to enhance com· 
parabili ry across differem forms of the same 
test, across test formats or adminiscration 
condi r1ons, or even across tests designed to 
measure different constructs (e.g., related sub
tests in a bauery). Eqw.ced scores from alter· 
nate forms of a cesr can ofren be interpreted 
more easily when expressed in scale.score unia 
rather rhan raw score u.nits. Scaling may be 
used to place scores from different levels of an 

achievement rest on a continuous scale and 
thereby facilitate inferences about growth or 
development. Scaling can also enhance the 
comparability of scores derived from tests in 
different areas, as in subcests within an apti
rude, interest, or achievement batte.ry. 

Norm-Referenced and Criterion
Referenced Score Interpretations 
l ndividual raw scores or scale scores are often 
referred ro the dimibucion of scores for one 
or more comparison groups co draw useful 
inferences about an individual's performance. 
Test score inccrprecations based on such compar• 
isons are said ro be norm-referrnmJ. Percentile 
rank norms, for c-xample, indicate the stand
ing of an individual or group within a defined 
population of individuals or groups. An c:,cample 
of such a comparison group might be fourth
grade scudcnts in the United States, tested in 
the last 2 months of a recent school year. 
Perc.entiles, averages, or other staristics for such 
reference groups are called norm;. By showing 
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how the cesr scor<: of a given cxaminee com
pares co those of others, norms assisc in the 
dassi.ficacion or description of examinees. 

Ocher test score inrerpcerations make no 
direct ceference ro the performance of other 
examinees. These intcrprerarions may take a 
variety of forms; mosc arc: collectively referred 
co as criterion-referericed incerpretacions. Derived 
scores supporring such inrerprerations may 
indicate rhc likely proporrion of correcc 
responses on some larger domai.n of icems, or 
the probability of an examinee's answering 
particular sons of items correctly. Otl1er crite
rion-referenced incerprecarions may indicare 
the likelihood chac some psychopathology is 
presenc. Scill other cricecion-referenccd intcr
pretarions indicate che probabili ry that an 
examinee's level of tested knowledge or skill 
is- adequate ro perform successfully in some 
ocher setting; such pcobabilicies may be sum
mariud ;n an eA"peccancy table. Scale sanes 
co support such criterion-referenced score 
imerprecations are often developed on the 
basis of starisrical analyses of the relacionships 
of rest scores co orher variables. 

Some scale scores are developed primarily 
to supporr norm-referenced interpretations 
and ochers, criterion-referenced incerpretations. 
In pracrice, however, rhere is not always a sharp 
d istinction. Boch crirerion-refcrenced and 
norm-referenced scales may be developed and 
used for che same test scores. Moreover, a 
norm-referenced score scale originally devel
oped, for example, co indicate performance 
rela1 ive to some specific reference population 
migh1, over rime, also come co support crite
rion-referenced interprcrations. This could 
happen as research and experience broughr 
increased understanding of the capabilities 
implied by differenr scale score levels. 
Conversely, resulcs of an educational assess
ment might be reported on a scale consisting 
of several ordered proficiency levels, defined 
by descriptions of rhe kinds of casks smdenrs 
ac each level were able co perform. That would 
be a criterion-referenced scale, bur once chc 
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disuibution of scores over levels was reporred, 
say, for all eightn-grade scudents in a given 
state, individual studencs' scores would also 
convey informacion about their standihg rela
tive co char tested populacion. 

£nterprecacions based on cut scores may 
likewise be either criterion-referenced or 
norm-refere.nced. If qualitatively different 
descriptions are arcached co successive score 
ranges, a criterion- referenced incerprec.ition is 
supported. For example, the descriptions of 
performance levels in some assessment task 
scoring rubrics can enhance score in terpreta
tion by summarizing the capabtlities that must 
be demon~traced to merit a given score. In 
ocher cases, cricerion-rcfen:nced inccrprerations 
may be based on empiric.ally determined rela
tionships berween cest scores and ,orher vari
ables. Bur wnen tests are used for selection, ir 
may be appropriate to rank-order examinees 
according ro their tesr performance and estab
lish a cue score so as co sc.lect a prespecified 
number or proportion of examinees from one 
end of the distribution, if cbe selection use is 
otherwise supported by relevant reliabiliry 
and vaJidicy evidence. In such cases, rhe cut 
score interpretation is norm-referenced; rhe 
labels reject or fail versus a crept or pan are 
decerrnined solely by an e~ami.nee's standing 
relative to others tesccd, 

Cricc:rion-rcferenced inrerpretat1ons based 
on cut scores are sometimes criticiied on the 
grounds that there is very ra rely a sharp dis
dnction of any kind berwcen chose just below 
versus just above a cut score. A ncuropsy
chological rest may be helpful in diagnos[ng 
some particulu impairment, for example, bur 
the probability chat the impairment is pres
ent is likely ro increase cont inuously as a 
funcdon of the rest .score. Cur scores may 
nonetheless aid in fo rmulating rules for 
ccacbi.ng decis ions on the basis of tesr per
formance. 1t should be recognized, however, 
rhac che probability of misclassification will 
generally be rela tively high for persons with 
scores close co che cut poincs, 
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Norms 
The validity of norm-(Cferen~d interpretations 
depends in pan on the appropriateness of the 
reference group co which cesc scores are com
pared. Norms based on hospitalized patients, 
for example, might be inappropriate for some 
inttrprcracions of nonhospicalized pacicnrs' 
scores. Thus, i c is important that reference 
popularions be carefully,dcfincd and clearly 
described. Validity of such interprecacions also 
depends on rhe accuracy with wh1ch norms 
summariic rhe performance of che reference 
population. That population may be small 
enough that essenr1ally rhe enc ire population 
can be tested (e.g., all pupils at a given grade 
level in a g1vcn disrtict tested on the same 
occasion). Ofcen, however, only a sample of 
examinees from the 1eference population is 
tested. It is then important chat tht norms be 
based on a technically sound, representative, 
scientific sample of sufficient sii.e. Patients in 
a few hospital's in a small geographic region 
are unlikely co be cep1esencative of all patients 
in the Unired Stares, for example, Moreover, 
the appropriarc:ness of norms based on a given 
sample may diminish over rime. Thus, for tests 
that have been in use for a number of years, 
periodic review is generally required ro assure 
the ooncinued utility of norms. Renorming may 
be required to maintain the validiry of norm
referenced test score incerpreta(ions. 

More than one reference populacion may 
be appropriate for rhe same rcsc. For example, 
cachievemenc resr performance mighc be inter
preted by reference co local norms based on 
sampling from a particular school district, 
norms for a scace or type of commun1ry, or 
na(ional norms. For ocher resrs, norms mighr 
be based Of'l occupational or educational clas
sifications. Descriptive sraristtcs for all exam
inees who happen to be cesced during a given 
period of rime (sometimes called u.ser nonm 
or program normJ) may be ustful for somi: 
purposes, such as describing trends over rime. 
Bue there muse Ix sound reason to regard that 

group of ce.-i. takers as an appropriate basis fur 
sucb inferences. When there is a suitable ration
ale for using such a group, rhe descriprive sra-
6scics should be clearly characceriied as being 
based on a sample of persons routinely tested 
as pan of an ongoing program. 

Comparability and Equating 
Many resr u~es involve differenc versions of 
the same ce.sc, which yield scores that can be 
used interchangeably even though th_ey arc: 
based on different secs of items. In resting 
programs thac offer a choice of examination 
dates, for example, test security may be com
promised if che same form is used repeatedly. 
Od,er testing applications may entail repeated 
measurements of the same: individuals, perhaps 
to measure change in levels of psychological 
dysfunction, change in attitudes, or educa
tional progress. In such contexts, reuse of the 
same sec of test items may result in com:lated 
errors of measurement and biased esrimarc:s 
of change. When distinct forms of a test are 
consrrucced co rhe same explicit content and 
statistical specifications and adminisrered 
under identical conditions, they are referred 
co as alterndte fanns or sometimes parallel or 
equivalmt forms. The process of placing scores 
from such alternate forms on a common scale 
is called equating. Equacing is analogous to 
che calibration of differenr balances so char 
they all indicate chc same weight fur any given 
object. However; the equating process for test 
scores is more complex. It involves smali staris
cical adjustments to account for minor differ
ences in the difficulty and statistical properties 
of the alrernace forms. 

Tn theory, equaring should provide accu
race score conversions for any sec of persons 
drawn from the examinee population for which 
the test is designed. Furth.ermote, the same 
score conversion should be appropriate regard
less of the score interpretation or use intend
ed. le is noc possible co construct conversions 
with these ideal properties between scores on 
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rcsrs char measure different constructs; that 
differ materially in difficulcy, reliability, rime 
Ii mies, or other conditions of adminisrration; 
or that arc designed ro differenc s~cificarions. 

There is .norhcr asscssrnenr approach 
rhat may provide interchangeable scores based 
on responses ro different items using d ifferent 
methods, nor referred co as equating. This is 
the use of a,:lap,i11e tms. le has long been rec
ognized thac little is learned from ex.aminees' 
respomes to icems char are much too asy or 
much 100 difficulc for chem. Consequently, 
some cesiing procedures use only a subset of 
the avaj lable ire.rm wich each examinee in 
order co avoid boredom or fruscracion, or co 
shorten rescing time. An adaptive resc con
sisrs of a pool of items together with rules 
for se-lc:ccing a su bur of chose items to be 
administered to an individual examinee, and 
a procedure for placing different examinees' 
scores on a common scale. The sclenion 
of successive: items is based in pare on the 
e,xaminee's responses co previous items. The 
icem pool and icem selection rules may be 
designed so chat each examinee rcceiv~s a 
rcprcscnrarive sec of icems, of appropriace 
difficulty. The selecrion ru les generally 
assure tluc an acceptable degree of precision 
is attained before testing is terminaced. At 
one rime, such tailored resting was limited 
ro cemin individually administered psy
chological tes1s. Wich advances in icem 
rcsponst theory (TRT) and in compucer 
technology, however, adapcive ctsting is 
becoming more sophislicaccd. With some 
adaprive rescs, 11 may happen chat rwo 
citaminees rarely if ever respond to precisely 
rhe same set of icems. Moreover, two exam
inees caking rhc same ada.prive cesc may be 
given secs of items that differ markedly in 
difficul ty. Nevertheless, when certain statts
cical and conrenr conditions are met, test 
scores produced by an adaptive resting sys
cem can foncrion like scores fro m equated 
alcernacc forms. 
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Scaling to Achieve Comparability 
The rc:rm equating is properly reserved only 
for score conversions derived fur alcernare furms 
of the same test. It is oncn useful, however, to 
compare scores from tests chac cannoc, in the
ory. be cquarcd. For cxamplt, it may be desir
able co interpret scores from a shortened (and 
hence less rel iable) fo rm of a test by first con
vcrring chem to corresponding scores on the 
full-length version. For the evaluation of exam
rnee growth over rime, it may be desirable to 
develop scales tliac span a broad range of devel
opmenral or educacional levels. Tc:sr revision 
ofren brings a need for some fink-3:ge berween 
scores obtained using newer and older edicions. 
Internacional comparacive studies or use wirh 
heari.ng-impaired examinees may require tes1 
forms in diffcrenr languages. In scill other 
cases, linkages or alignments may be created 
berween rescs measuring differenr consrruccs, 
perhaps comparing an 'aptirude with ~ focm 
of behavior, or linking measures of ach,eve
menr in several content areas. Scores from 
such cesrs may somerimes be aligned or pre
senred in a concordanc:c table co aid users in 
estimaring rdacive performance: on one cesr 
from performance on another. 

Score conversions ro facilitare such com
parisons may be described using tn~s l!ke 
linkage, calibration, concordance, prOJCctron, 
moderation, or anchoring. These weaker score 
linkages may be rechnically sound a~~ may 
fully misfy de.sired goals of comparab1l1cy for 
one purpose or for one subgroup of examinees, 
but rhey cannot be assumed to be scable over 
rime or invariant across multiple subgroups of 
che cxaminee popularion nor is rhcre any assur
ance char scores obtained usin_g different cesu 
will be cqtully accura1e. Thus, their use for o~r 
purposes or with other populations than ong1-
naJly intended may require additional reseasch. 
For example, a score conversion that was accu
me for a group of native s~akers mights~-
1ematically overpredicr or underprcdict rhc 
scores of a group of nonnative speakers. 
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Cut Scores 
A cricicaJ seep in 1he dcvelopmenr and use of 
some rcscs is ro establish one or more cue poi ms 
dividing the score range co parti1ion che dis
criburion of scores into cacegories. These cate
gories may be used just for dcscripcive purpo~ 
or may be used co d isringuish among exam
inees for whom different programs are deemed 
desirable or different predictions arc warr.rnc
cd. An employer may deccrmine a cue score 
co screen po1emial employees or promote cur
rent employees; a school may use res1 scores 
10 decide which of several altcrnalivc inmuer 
iional programs would be most beneficial for 
a s1udenc; in granting a professional license, a 
s1acc may specify a minimum passing score 
on a licensure ccs1. 

These examples differ in important 
respects, bur all involve ddinca1ing categories 
of examinees on the basis of tcsr scores. Such 
cue scoccs embody che rules according to which 
1escs arc used or inrerprered. Thus, in some 
situations the validity of rest iocerpreracions 
may hinge on 1he cue scores. There can be no 
single method for determining cur scores for 
all rescs or for all purposes, nor can there be: 
any single se1 of procedures for estabfohing 
their defensibility. These examples serve only 
as illustrations . 

. . The first example, that of an employer 
hmng all those who earn scores above a given 
level on an employmenr ten, is mosr scraigfu
forward. Assuming char the employmenr 1csr 
is valid for irs inrended use, average job per
formance would typically be cxpecred co rise 
steadily, aJbeic slowly, wich each incremcnr 1n 
resr sco,e, a1 lease for some range of scores 
surrounding the cur poinr. ln such a case the 
designacion of the particular value for the cur 
point ma.y be largely determined by the num
ber of persons to be hired or promoted. There 
is no sharp difference between those just below 
the cur point and those just above ir, and rhe 
u_se of the cut score does not email any crite
non-referenccd interpretation, This method 

-of csrablishing .i cur score may be subject ro 
legal requirements with respect to the nature 
of the validity and reliability evidence needed 
co support the use of rank-order selections 
and 1he unavailability of effective alternative 
selection methods, if i1 bas a disproportionate 
cff«:r on one or more subgroups of employees 
or prospective employees. 

In 1he second example, a school district 
might scruccurc its courses in writing around 
three cacegorics of needs. For children whose 
profi ciency is least developed, instruction 
might be provided in small groups, with con
siderable individual attenrion 10 assist chem 
'.n aa_ring meaningful wricren Stories grounded 
m che1r own CX'periencc. For chi ldren whose 
~rofi~icncy was further developed, more cmpha
S!s mtght be placed on sysremaric exploration 
of the stages of the writing process. lnstruccion 
for children ar the highest proficiency lcvd might 
emphasiu: mastery of specific writing genres 
or prose strucrures used in more formal writ
ing. In an appropriate implementation of such 
a program, children could easily be rransferred 
from one level to another if their original 
~laccmenc was in error or as their proficiency 
increased. Ideally, cut scores delineating cate
gories in chis applica1ion would be based on 
~cscarch d~monsrrating empiria.lly that pupils 
in successive score ranges did most often ben
efit more from the respecrive trearmcncs to 

which they were assigned than from rhe alter
natives available. Tt would typically be found 
rhar berwccn those score ranges in which one 
or an~thcr insuuclional treacmenc w-.is clearly 
supenor, there was an intermediate region in 
which neither trcatmenr was dearly preferred. 
The cu1 score migh1 be located S<lmcwhcrc in 
thar imermcdiarc region. 
. In the fin a}- c:x:unple, dut of a professional 
liccnsurc examination, rhe cur score represents 
an infocmcd judgment that those scoring below 
it arc likely to make: serious errors for wane of 
the knowledge or skills rested. Little evidence 
apart from errors made on the rest itself may 
documenr the need ro deny the right to prac-
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rice the profession. No test is perfecr, of 
course, and regardless of the cue score chosen, 
some examinees wich inadequarc skills are 
fikely lO pass and some wich adequate skills 
are likdy co fail. The rdadve probabilities of 
such false posicive and false negative errors 
will va.ry depending on che cue score chosen, 
A given probabiliry of exposing che public 
co potential harm by issuing a license to an 
incompetent individual (false positive) must 
be weighed againsc some corresponding 
probabilicy of denying a license to, and there
by disenfranchising, a qualified examinee 
(false negarive}. ,Changing che cur score to 
reduce either probabilicy will increase ch.e 
ocher, ;ilthough both kinds of errors can be 
minimized through sound rest design that 
anticipates che role of che cue score in test use 
and imcrprecation. Determining cur scores 
in S\lch siruacions cannot be a purely tech
nical mauer, alchough empirical studies 
and srariscical models can be. of great value 
in informing lhe process. 

Cut scores embody v;ilue judgments as 
well as technical and empirical considerations. 
Where the resul~ of the scanclard-sccting process 
have highly significant consequences, and 
especially where large numbers of examinees 
are involved, 1hose responsible for escablish
i~ cue scores should be concerned chat the 
process by which cue scores are determined be 
clearly documented and defensible. The qual
ifications of any judges involved in standard 
sening and the process by which they arc 
sdected arc pan of chat documencarion, Care 
must be taken co assure rhac judges under
stand whar chey arc co do. The process muse 
be- such rhat well-qualified judges can apply 
their knowledge and experience to reach 
meaningful and relevant judgrncnlli that accu
rately reAect their understandings and intcn· 
tions. A sufficiencly large and representative 
group of judges sh.ould be involved to provide 
reasonable assurance that results would not 
vary gready if che process were replicated. 
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Standard 4.1 
Test documents should provide test users 
with dear e.xplanations of the meaning and 
intended interpretation of derived sco~e scales, 
as well as their limitations. 

Comment: All scales (raw score or derived) may 
be subject to misinterpretation. Somerimes 
scales are eimapolared beyond the range of 
available data or arc interpolated wirhout suffi
cient data points. Grade- and nge-equivalenc 
scores have been cririciu:d in this regard, but 
percentile ranks and standard score scales arc 
also subject co misincerprerarion. If che nature 
or intended uses of a scale are novel, it is espe
cially imporrant char irs uses, interpretations, 
and timimions be dearly described. Uluscracions 
of appropriate versus inappropriate inrerpreta
rions may be helpful, especially for types of 
scales or inrerpn:tations that may be unfamiliar 
co most users. This standard perrains to score 
scales intended for criterion-referenced as well 
as for norm-referenced interpretation. 

Standard 4.2 
The construction of scales used for report· 
iog scores should be describ~d dearly in 
test documents. 

Commentt When scales, norms, or other 
incerprecive s~ccms are provrdtd by rhe test 
developer, technical documenracion should 
enable users co judgt the quaJiry and preci
sion of rhc re.wiring der ived scores. This 
srandatd pertains ro score sC1les intended for 
ctirerion-cefercnced as well as fo, norm-refer
enced incerprccation. 

Standard 4.3 
If there is sound reason to believe that spe
cific misinterpretations of a scote scale arc 
likely, test users should be explicitly fore
warned. 
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Comment: Test publishers and users can reduce 
misinterpretations of grade-equivalenc scores, 
for example, by ensuring that such scores are 

accompanied by instruccions that make dear 
rhat grade-equiva.lem scores do nee represent a 
standard ofgrowth per year or grade and that 
roughly 50% of the students rested in the stan
dardization sample should by definicion full 
below grade level. As another example, a score 
scale point originally defined as the mean of 
some reference population should no longer be 
inrerprc:ted as represenring average perform
ance if che scale is held constant over rime and 
the eXamince population changes. 

Standard 4.4 
When raw scores are intended to be directly 
interpretable, their meanings, intended 
interpretat~ons, and Limfrarions should be 
described and justified in the same manner 
as is done for derived score scales. 

Comment: In some cases rhe items in a cesc 
arc a represcnracivc sample of a wcll-deftned 
domain of items. The proportion correct on 
the te.~t may then be interpreted as an estimate 
of the proportion of icems in the domain chac 
could be answered correcrly. In other cases, 
,different interprccations may be artached co 

scores above or below one or another cut score. 
Suppon should be offered for any such inter
preradons recommended by the resr devdope:r. 

Standard 4.5 
Norms, if used, should refer to clearly 
described populations. These populations 
should include individuals or groups to 
whom test useEs will ordinarily wish to 
compare their own examinees. 

ComT1U11t: Ct is the responsibiliry of test develop
er.; ro describe norms dearly and the responsibil
iiy of test =rs ro employ norms appropriately. 
Users need to know the applic.ibility of a test to 
dilferem groups. Differenriared norms or sum-

mary informatio.n about differences becween 
gender, ethnic, language, disability, grade, or 
age groups, for example, may be useful in some 
cases. The permissible uses of such differcnd
ared norms and related information may be 
limired by law. Users also need to be made alert 
to situations in which norms are less appropri
ate for some groups or individuals d1an others. 
On an occupational interest inventory, for 
example, norms for persons actually c:ngaged 
in an occupation may be inappropriate for 
interpreting the scores of persons not so 
engaged. As another example, the appropri
aceness of norms for personality invc:nrories 
or relationship scales may differ depending 
upon an examinee's seJtual orientation. 

Standard 4.6 
Repons of norming studies should include 
prc:cisc specification of the population that 
was sampled, sampling procedures and par
ticipation races, any weighting of the sample, 
the dates of testing. and descriptive st.aciscics. 
The information provided should be sufficient 
to enable users to judge the ~propriateness of 
the norms for interpreting the scol'CS of local 
examinees. Technical documc.ntation should 
indicate the precision of the noons themselves. 

C-ommrot: Scientific sampling is important if 
norms arc to be representative of intended 
populations. For example, schools already 
using a given published ccsr and volunteering 
to parcicipace in a norming study for char rest 
should not be assumed to be representative of 
schools in general. In addition co sampling pro
cedures, p2rricipacion rnrc:s should be reported, 
and the method of calculating participation 
ratt"S should be clearly described. Srudit"S chat are 
designed to be nationally representative often 
use weights so chat the weighted sample bca:er 
represencs the nation than docs che unweighted 
sample. When weighrs are used, ic is import.ant 
that the procedure for deriving the wcighcs be 
described and that the demographic represcota-
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tio11 of both the weighted and the unweighted 
samples be given. If norming data 11re collecc· 
ed under condicions in which srudeoc motiva
tion in completing the rest is likdy to differ 
from that expected during operational use, this 
should be dearly documemed. Likewise, if the 
insrructionaJ histories of scudenrs in the norm· 
ing sample d iffer syscematically from chose co 

be expected during opc:racional ccst use, that 
face should be noted. Norms based on samples 
cannot be perfectly precise. Even though the 
imprecision of norm-referenced in~retations 
due ro imperfecrions in che norms themselves 
may be small compared to chac due to meas
urement error, estimates of che precision of 
norms should be available i.n technical docu
mcncaLion. For example, scandard errors based 
on the sample design mighc be prcsenced. ln 
some cesring applicacions., norms based on all 
examinees 1esred over a given period of rime 
may be l.l$eful for some purposes. Such norms 
should be clearly characterized as being based 
on a sample of persons routinely tested as pan 
of an ongoing·~ting program. 

Standard 4.7 

If local examinee groups differ materially 
from the populatjons to which nonns refer, a 
user who reports derived scores based on the 
published norms has the responsibility to 
describe such differences if they bear upon 
the. interpretation of the reported scores. 

Comrnmt; ln employment smings, che qualifi
cations of loc:JI CKam lnee groups may fluccuare 
depending on recruitmenc or referral proce· 
dures as well as market conditions_ In such 
cases, appropriate cest use and interpretation 
may nor requite documemation or cautions 
concerning departures from charactetistics of 
the norming popularion. 

Standard 4.8 
When norms ace used ro chacactecize exam
inec groups, the statistics used to summarize 
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each group's perfoonance and tht notms to 
which those statistics are referred should be 
clearly defined and should support the 
intended use or interpretation. 

Commem: Group means are distributed dif
ferencly from individual scores. For example, 
it is nor possible ro determine the percenrile 
rank of a school's average test score if all chat is 
known are the percenc,le ranks of ead1 of that 
schools-srudencs. It may sometimes be U.1eful co 
develop special norms for group means, but 
when the S-t-z.es of the groups differ materially 
or when some groups are much more heteroge
neous than others, the conscruction and ir1Jcr
preracion of group norms is p1oblematical. One 
common and acceptable procedure is to report 
rhe percentile rank of the median group 
member, for example, the median percencile 
rank of the pupils reseed in a given school. 

Standard 4.9 
When raw score or d.erived score scales are 
designed £or criterion-referenced interpreta· 
tion, induding the classification of exam
inees inro separate categories, the rationale 
for recommend.eel score in terpretations 
should be clearly eitplained. 

Comment: Criterion-referenced inrerpreca tions 

are score-based descriptions or inferences rhat 
do not take the form of comparisons ro the test 
performance of ocher examinees. Examples 
include scacements that some psychopathology 
is likely prese-nc. -rhac a prospective employee 
pQSSCSSes specific skills required in a given posi
cion, or chat a child scoring above a c:ert:lin score 
point can successfully apply a given sec of skills. 
Such interpretations may refer co rhe absolute 
levels of test scores or co patterns of scores for 
an individual cxaminee. Whenever the 1esr 
cicvelopcr recommends such inrcrprerarions, 
the rarionale and empirical basis should be 
clearly presented. Serious efforcs should be 
made whenever possible to obtain independent 
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evidence concerning the soundness of such 
scon incerprecations. Criterion-referenced 
a.nd norm-referenced scales are not mutually 
exclusive. Given adequate supponing daca, 
scores may be inrcrpreced by both approaches, 
not necessarily just one or the other, 

Standard 4.1 O 
A clear rationale and supporting evidence 
should be provided for any claim that scores 
earned on different forms of·a rest may be 
used intetch3Jlgeably. In, some·cases, direct 
evidence of score equivalence may be provid
ed. ln other cases, evidence may come from 
a demonstration that the theoretical assump
tions underlying procedures for establishing 
score comparability have been sufficiently sat
isfied. The specific rationale ,and the evidence 
required will depend in part on the intended 
uses for which score equivalence is daimed, 

Comment: Support should be provided for any 
assertion chat scores obtained using differenr 
items or resting m,uerials, or different testing 
procedures, are intetchangeable for some pur
pose. This standard applies. for example, t0 

altecnace forms of a paper-and-pencil rest or 
to aJcernace sets of items taken by different 
examinees in computerized adaptive cc-sting. 
le aho applies ro test forms adminiscc:red in 
different formats (e.g., paper-and-pencil and 
computeriud tests) or cesc forms designed for 
individual versus group adminisrrarion. Sc-ote 
equivalence is easiest co esrablish when differ
enc forms are consm1cced following identical 
procedures and then equated statistically. When 
that i_s not possible, for example, in cases where 
different test formats are used, additional evi
dence may be required to establish the requ:isirc 
degree of score equivalence for the intended 
conrexc :ind purpose. When recommended 
inferences or actions are based solely on classifi
cations of examinees into one of cwo or more 
categories, the rationale and evidence should 
addre$S consistency of classification. If the only 

score reported .and used is a pass-fail decision, 
for example, then che form-to-form equi.va• 
lence of measurements for examinees fur above 
or far below the cue scort is of no concern. 
Some testing accommodations may on[y affect 
the dependence of.rest scores on capabilities 
irrelevant to the con.strucr the test is intended 
10 measure. Use of a large-print edicion, for 
example, assures tha1 performance does not 
depend on che abiliry ro perceive sr:and.wl-size 
print. In such cases, relatively modest studies 
or professional judgment may be sufficienc to 

supporc claims of score equivalence.. 

Standard 4.11 
When claims of form-to-form score equiva
lence a re based oD equating procedures., 
detailed technical information should be 
provided OD the method by which equating 
functions or ol'het linkages were establislied 
and on the accuracy of equating functions, 

Comment: The fundamen1al concern is to 
show that equated scores measure essencially 
che same consrruct, with very similar levels of 
reiiabiliry and conditional standard errors of 
measurement. Technical informarion should 
include the design of equating stud~, the 
statistical methods used, the size .and rdevanc 
characreristics of examinee samples used in 
equating studies, and the characteristics of any 
anchor teSts or linking items. Standard errors 
of equating funccions should be esrimated and 
reported whenever possible. Sample sizes per
mitting, ir may be informative ro determine 
equating functions independently for identifi
able subgroups of examinees. lt may also be 
informative to use two anchor forms and ro 
conduce the cquaring using each of tl1e anchors. 
In some cases, equating functions may be decer
mined independently using different sraciscical 
methods. The correspondence of separate func
tions obtained by such methods c:i.n lend su,p
porc co the adequacy of the equating results. Any 
subsramial disparities found by such methods 
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should be resolved or teporred. To be most 
useful, equacing error should be presented in 
unirs of rhc reported score scale. For testing 

programs with cut scores, equaring error near 
chc cur score is of primary importance, The 
degree of scruliny of equating functions should 
be commensurace wich rhe t:Xtcm of tesc use 
ant icipated and che importance of che deci
sions che rest scores are intended co infocm. 

Standard 4.12 
Jn equating .studjes that rely on the statisti
cal equivalence of examinee groups receiving 
diffe rent formi;, methods of assuring such 
equivalence should be described in derail. 

Comment: Certain equating designs rely on the 
random C9Uivalence of groups receiving diffcccm 
focms. Onen, orie way to assure such equivalence 
is co sysrernatically mix di.fferem cesr forms and 
then distribute chem in a random fashion so 
rhac toughly equal numbecs of examinees i.n 
each group reseed receive each focm. 

Standard 4.13 
ln equating studies-that employ an anchor 
test design, the characteristics of the anchor 
test and its similarity to the forms being 
equated should be presented, including both 
content specifications and empirically de ter· 
m ined r-elationships among t est scores. If 
anchor items are used, as in some IRT-bascd 
and classical equating studies, the repcese.n
mtiveness and psychomeuic characteristics 
of anchor items should be prcsented. 

Comment: Tests or f.C$t forms may be linked 
via common icem,s embedded wichin each of 
them, or a common cest admfoistered togeth
er with each of rhem, These common items 
or ,rests are referred co as linking icems, anchor 
icems, or anchor tests. With such methods, 
rhequalicy of che resulting equating depends 
mongly on the adequacy of the anchoc rescs 
or items used. 
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Standard 4.14 
When score conversions or comparison pro
cedures are used ro relate scores on cests oc 
test forms that arc n ot closely parallel, the 
cons1:ruction, intended interpretation, and 
limitations of those conversions or compar
isons should be clca.rly desccibed . 

Comment: Various score conversions or con.
cordance cables have been consuucced relating 
tc:scs ac different levels of difficulty, relating 
earlier co revised forms of published cescs, cre
ating score concordances bet\veen differenr 
rests of similar or differenc conmucrs, or for 
orhec purposes. Such convers-ions arc often 
usefu'I. but they may also be subjecr co misin
terpretation. The limitations of such conver
sions should be dearly described . 

Standard 4.15 
When additional test forms are created by tak
ing a subset of the items in an costing re.st fonn 
or by rearranging its items and there is sound 
reason to believe that scores on these forms 
may be influenced by item context effects, 
evidence should be provided that there is no 
undue distortion of norms for the different 

versions or of score linkages becween them, 

Com!l1mt: Some cesrs and ccsc baHeries are 
publ ished in both a full-lcngrh version ,ind a 
survey or shocr version. In other cases, multi
ple versions of a single rest form may be ere
aced by rearcanging irs items. Ir should not be 
assumed ,tbat performance data derived from 
the adminimacion of items as part of the ini
tiaJ version can be used to approximate norms 
or conscruct conversion cables for alcernacive 
inucc tescs. Due c;:aurion is required in Ca.$es 
where context effects are likely, including 
speeded tem, Jong rests where fatigue may be 
a factor, and so on. Tn many cases, adequace 
psychometric data may only be obcainable 
from independem adminimacions of che 
alternate forms. 
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Standard 4.16 
If test specifications are changed from one 
version of a test to a subsequent version, such 
changes should be identified in the test man

ual, and an indication should be given th~ 
converted scores for the two versions may not 
be strictly equivalent . When s.ubstantia1 
changes in test specifications occur, either 
scores should be reported on a new sca1e or 
a dear statement should be provided to alert 
users that the scores are not direcdy com.para
ble with those on earlier versions of the test. 

Ccmmem: Major shifts sometimes occur in the 
specificac1ons of tests chac are used for substan
tial periods of time. Often such changes take 
advantage of improvements in item rypes or 
of shifts in conienc char have been shown to 

improve validity and, therefore, are highly 
desirable. le is imporranc to recognize, howev
er, that such shifts wil l resul t in scores chat 
cannot be made stricdy imerchangeable with 
scores on an earlier form of the rest. 

Standard 4.17 
Testing programs that attempt to main tain 
a common sca1e over time should conduct 
periodic ohecks of the stabili ty of the sca1e 
on which scores are reported. 

Commmr. In some resringprograms, ir.ems are 
imroduced into and retired from item pools on 
an ongoing basis. In ocher c;ises, the items in suc
cessive cest forms may overlap very little, or not 
ar all. In either case, if a fixed scale is used for re
porting, ir is imporu.nt to assure th.at the mean
ing of the scaled sc.ores does nor change over time. 

Standard 4.18 
If a publisher provides norms for use in test 
score interpretation, then so long as the test 
remains in print, it is the publisher's responsi
bility to assure that the test is renormed with 
sufficient frequency ro permit continued accu
rate and appropriate score interpretations. 

Comment: Test publishers should a55ure thac 
up-co-dace norms arc readily available, bur rt 
remains the cesr user's responsibility to avoid 
inappropriate use of norms that are ouc of date 
and co strive to assure accurate and appropri
ate test i.nrerpreta rions. 

Standard 4.19 
When proposed score imerpretarions involve 
one or more cut scores, the rationale and 
procedures used for escablishing cut scores 
should be clearly documented. 

Comment: Cut scores may be established ro 
select a specified number of examinees (e.g., 
to fill existing vacancies), in which case tittle 
further documencarion may be needed con
cerning the specific question of how the cut 
scores are esrablished, though attention should 
be paid co legal requirements that may apply. 
fo other cases, however, cut scores may be used 
co classify examinees into distinc1 categories 
(e.g., diagnostic categories, or pass-ing versus 

failing) for which there arc no prcestablished 
quotas. In rhese cases, the standard-setting 
method muse be dearly documented. Ideally, 
the role of cut scores in test use and inrc:rprc
cacion is taken imo account du.ring test design. 
Adequate precision in regions of score scales 
where: cue points art escablished is prerequisite 
co reliable classificacion of examinees into cat
egories. If srandard sening employs data on the 

score disrriburions for criterion groups or on 
the relation of rest scores to one: or more criteri
on variables, those data should be summarized 
in ccchnfoal documentation. lf a judgmental 
standard-setting process is followed, the method 
employed should be dearly described, and the 
precise nature of the judgments called foe should 
be presented, whether chose arc judgments of 
persons, of item or rest performances, or of 
ocher criterion performances predicred by test 

scores. Docurocncation should also include the 
selection and qualification of judges, training 
provided, any feedback co judges concerning 
the impLicacions of their provisional judgmenrs, 
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and any oppon:unitics for judges to confer \Vir,h 
one another. Where applicable, variability over 

judges should be reported. Whenever fca1iblc, an 

estimate should be provided of the amount of 

variation in cut scores that might be expected if 
the standard-setting procedure were replicated. 

Standard 4.20 
When feasible., cut scores defining categories 
with dis tinct substantive in terp retat ions 

should be e51ablisbed on the basis of sound 
empirical data concerning the relation of rest 

performance to relevant criteria. 

Comment: ln employment settings, although 
ic is imporcaot to establish chac test scores are 

rdared ro job performance, rhe precise rela

tion of test and criterion may ha"e lirtle bear
ing on che choice of a cue score. However, in 
concexcs where distinct interpretation$ arc: 

applied to different scocc categories, the 

empirical relation of test to crit erion assumes 
gr~rer importance. Cut scores used in incer

pre-ting diagnostic cesrs may be escab~shcd on 

the basis of empirically derermined score dis
tributions for criterion groups. With achieve~ 
ment or proficiency tests, such as those used 

in licensure, suitable criterion groups (e.g .. 
successful versus unsuccessful practitioners) 

11 re ofccn unavailable. Nonetheless, iris highly 
desirable-, when appropriate- and feasible, co 

i nvestigare che rdacion becween test scores 
and performance in rclev..nc practical settings. 

Nace that a carefully designed and imple
mented procedure based solely on judgments 
of conrenc relevance and item difficulty may 
be preferable co an empirical study with an 
inadequate criterion measure or other defi
ciencies. Professional judgment is required 
co determine an appcopriacc standard-sening 
approach (o r combinacion of approaches) 10 
any given siruation. In general, one would 

nor expect to find a sharp differcn~ in levels 
of rhc: criterion variable between rhose just 
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below versus just above the cue score, but evi

dence should be provided where feasible of a 

relarionship between resr and criterion ptr

formance over a score 1ncerval, rhar includes 

or approaches the cue score, 

Standard 4.21 
When c111 scores defin ing pass-fail or profi

ciency categories are based on direct judg
ments abc:,ut the adequacy of item or test 

perfo rmances o r performance levels , the 

judgmental process should be designed so 
tha t judges can bring their knowledge and 

experience to bear in a reasc:,nable way. 

Comment: Cut scores are .sometimes based o n 

judgments about the adequacy of icem or cc.st 
performances (e.g., essay responses to a weir
ing prom pr) or performance levels (e.g. , rhe 
level thar would characterize a borderline 

examinee). The procedures used to d tcit such 
judgments should result in reasc:>nable, defensi

ble scanchrds chat accuracely reflect the judges' 

values and inrentions. Reaching such judgments 

may be most straightforward when judges are 
asked to consider kinds of pecformanccs wich 

"'!hich they a rc familiar and for which they 

have formed dear concepcions of adequacy or 

quality. When the responses diciced by a cesc 
neirher sample nor closely simulare the use of 
cesred knowledge or skills in the actual criteri

on domain, judges are nor likely to approach 
the cask with such clear understandings. Special 
care muse then be taken ro assure that judges 
have a sound basis for making the judgmcncs 
requcsred. Thorough familiaricy w1ch descrip
tions of diffcrenc proficiency categories, prac
rice in judging cask difficulty with feedback 

on accuracy. the experience of acruaUy raking 
a form of the test, feedback on the failure 
rares entailed by provisional standards, and 
other forms of information may be beneficial 

in helping judges to reach sound and princi

pled decisions. 
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Background 
The useful ness and intcrpretabiliry of ccsc 
scores require chat a cest be administered and 
scored according ro the developer's inscruc
rions. When directions to examinees, rescing 
condinons, and scoring procedures follow che 
same derailed procedures, rhc cesr is said ro be 
srandardized. Wichouc such scandardizacion 
rhe accuracy and comparabilicy or $'Carl'." inter: 
pretacions would be reduced. for resu designed 
ro _":5scss chc cxamince's knowledge, skills, or 
abtlmc:s, scandardization helps to ensure thac 
all examinees have the same opportunity co 
demonstrate cheir compcrencies. Maintaining 
ccsr security also helps ro ensure rhac no one 
has an unfair advantage. 

Occasionally, however, siruacions arise in 
which modifications or standardiud procedures 
may be advisable or legally mandared. Persons 
of different backgrounds, ages, or familiariry 
with cescing mai, need nonscanclard modes of 
1cs1 adminisrration or a more comprehensive 
oriencacion ro che cescing process, in order thac 
all tesc cakers can come co rhe same under
standing of che cask. Scandardiz.ed modc:s of 
presenting information or of responding may 
noc be suicable for specific individuals, such 
as persons wirh some kinds of disability, or 
pe™>ns with limiced proficiency in the lang1.1age 
of che test, so char accommodations may be 
nee~ed (see chapters 9 and 10). Large-scale 
remng programs generally have established 
specific P:Ocedurc:s to be used in considering 
and granting accommodacions. Some ccsc users 
feel that any accommodadon noc 1pecific.ally 
requ_ircd by law could lead co a charge of 
unfair u-eacmenc and discrimination. Although 
accommodations are made with rhe inrcoc of 
maintaining score comparability, che c:xrent 
ro which char is possible may not be known. 
Comparabilicy of scores may be compromised, 
and the rest may then not measure che same 
conscruccs £or all 1est rakers. 

T escs and asscssmen!S differ in their degree 
of sc.andardiz.:uion. In many insca.nccs different 
examinees are given not the same ccsc form, buc 
equivalenc forms that have been shown ro yield 
comparable scores. Some assessments permir 
examinees to c;hoosc which tasks co perform or 
which piece5 of rheir work are to be cvaluaccd. 
A degree of standardization can be maintained 
by specifying che condicions of rhe choice and 
the crice.ria of evaluation of the products. When 
an assessment permits a o::rcain kind of collabo
ration, che l,mics or rhac collaboration can be 
specified. W'ich some asscssmencs, ccsc adminis
rr:itors may be expected co tailor their insrruc:.
rions co hdp 351;ure thac all cxaminccs undcrsmnd 
whar is expected of them. ln all such cases, d1e 
goal !t'.mains the same: to provide accurate and 
comparable measurement for everyone, and 
unfair advancage co no one. The degree of 
srandardiz.ation is dictated by char goal, and 
by the intended use of the rest. 

Srandardiz.cd direccions co cesc takers 
help 10 ensure that all rest takers understand 
the mechanics of cesc caking. Directions gen
erally inform resr takers how ro make their 
responses, what kind of help they may lcgiti
maccly be given if rbey do not understand 
che question or ca.sk, how they ca.n correct 
inadvertent r~ponscs, and the narure of any 
rime consrramcs. General advice is some
rimes given about omircing iccm responses. 
Many tests, including computcc-.•dmininc red 
tests, require special equipment. Pracc.ice exer
cises arc often presented in such cases co ensure 
that the_ rest taker undersrands how to opcrarc 
chc equ.1pmenr. The principle of scandarclfaa
rion includes orienting cesc takers co material.I 
with which they may not be familiar. Some 
equipment may be provided at the resting site, 
such as shop tools or balances. Opponunlcy 
for u:sc wers ro practice wich che equipmenr 
will ofcco be appropriate, unless using the 
cquipmenc is the purpose of rhe test. 
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Tes1s are some1imes admiaisrered by 
computer, wirh test responses made by key
board, cornpucer mouse, or simllar device. 
Alrhough ma.ny cesc rakers are accustomed 
to compmers, some ace nor and may need 
some brief explanation. Even those tcsc tak
ers who use computers will need co know 
abour some derails. Special issues arise in 
managing the testing environment, such as 
the arrangement of illuminacion so that 
lighc sources do nor reflect on the computer 
screen, possibly incerfering wirh display leg
ibiliry. Maimaining a quiet environment 
can be challenging when candidates arc test

ed separarely, scarring ac different t1 mes and 
finishing at different rimes from neighbor
ing test t.akers. Those who adrninim:r com
puter-based rests require training in che 
hardware and software used for the rest, so 
char rbey can deal with problems that may 
.-irise in human-compucer inceracrions. 

Scandardi-ied scoring procedt1res help 
to ensure accurate scoring and reporting, 
which are essential in al! circumstances. Whe.n 
scoring is done b)' machine, the accuracy of 
the machine is ac issue, includ.ing any scoring 
;1Jgorithm. When scoring is done by human 
judges, scorers require careful craining. ~Jar 
monitoring can also help to ensure thac every 
rest prorocol is scored ,ccording ro rhe same 
srandardized cri teria and chac the criceria do 
nor change as the rest srorers progress through 
the submitted ,test responses. 

Tesc scores, per se, are noc readily inter
p rcred without other ioform.ation , such as 

norms Or standards, indications of measure
ment error, and dcscripcions of cesc content. 
Just as a rempcraruce of 50° in Januuy is 
w;irm for Minnesoca and cool for Florida, a 
rest score of 50 is not meaningful wichour 
wme context. When the scores are co be 
reporced to peqons who are nor technical 
specialists, interpretive material can be pro
vided char is readily understandable co those 
receiving che report. Ofcen, the cesc user 
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provides an inrc.rptetation of che remits for 
the test caker, suggesting the limitations of 
the resulcs and rhe relationship of any reported 
scores to other information. Scores on some 
cescs are not designed to be released co ccsc 
takers; only broad cesc interpretations, or 
dichocomous classifications, such as pass/fail. 
arc intended to be reporred. 

Interpretations of test results are some-
1imes prepared by computer systems. Such 
interprerations are generally based on a com
bination of empirical dara and experr judg
ment and experience. In some professional 
applica1ions of individuafo.ed testing, rhc 
computer-prepared incerpretacions are com
mun.icared by a professional, possibly ..,;rh 
modifications for special circumstances. 
Such test interpretations require validation. 
Consistency with inccrpretations provided by 
nonalgori1hmic approaches is clearly a. concern . 

In some large-scale :asscssmenrs, the pri
mary 1arget of assessment is not the rndivid
ual test taker but is a larger unir, such as a 
school district or an indumhl plane. Ofren, 
different ccst takers are given different sers 
of items, following a carefully balanced matrix 
sampling plan, to broaden the range of infor
ma.rion that can be obtained in a reasonable 
time period. The resulcs acquire meaning 
when aggregated over many individuals caking 
different samples of items. Such assessments 
may noc furnish enough information to S\Jp· 
porr even minimally valid, rdiable scores for 
individuals, .1S each individual may take only 
an jncomple1e tes1. 

Some further issues of administration 
and scoring arc discussed in ch:ipcer 3, "Test 
Development and Revision." 
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Standard 5.1 
Test adminis trators sh.ould follow carefully 
the standardized procedu'fcs for administra• 
tion and swring specified by the test devel
oper, unless che situation or a rest taker's 
disability dictates that an exception should 
be made. 

Comment: Specifications regarding ins1ruc
rions ro cesr takers, rime limits, che form of 
irem prescnration or response, and ce.sr mace
rials or equipment should be srrialy observed. 
In general, 1he same procedures should be 
followed as were used when obraining the 
dara for scaling and norming the cesr scores. 
A cm caker with a disabling condition may 
rcqu.irc special accommod.atfon. Ocher special 
circumstances may require some flexibility in 
administration. Judgmc:ms of che suitabiltry 
of adjustments should be tempered by the 
considerarion that deparrures from standard 
procedures may jeopacdiu rhe validity of the 
rest score imerprctacions. 

Standard 6.2 
Modifications or disruptions of standardized 
test administration procedures or scoring 
should be documented . 

Comment: lnformacion about the nature or 
modificaciohs of administraiion should be 
maintained in secure data files, so that research 
srndie.s or case ceviews based on re.st records 
can take mi~ inco accoum. This includes nor 
only special accommodations for parcicula.r 
test takers, bur also disruptions in the testing 
environment that may affecc all cest takers in 
the testing ses·sion. A researcher may wish co 
use only rhe records based on srandardiud 
administration. In ocher cases, research stud~ 
ies may depend on such infocmarion co form 
groups of respondents. Test user.s or tesc spon
sors should establish policies concerning who 
keeps the files and who may have access co 
the files. Wherber the information about 

STANDARDS I 

modifications is repom:d co users of test data, 
such as admissions officers, depends on dif
ferent considerations (sec chapcecs 8 and l 0). 
If such reports are made, ce.nai n cautions may 
be appcopri.ate. 

Standard 5.3 
When formal procedures have been estab
lished for requesting and receiving accom
modations, test takers should be informed 
of these procedures in adVll.Oce of testing. 

Comment: When large-scale testing programs 
have established strict procedures to be fol
lowed, administracocs should noc depart from 
chese proccdtucs. 

Standard 5.4 
The testing environment should furnish (ea
sonable comfort with minimal distractions. 

Comment: Noise, disruption in the testing 
are'J, extremes of cemperacure, poor lighcing, 
inadequate work space, illegible materials, 
and so forth arc among che oonditions that 
should be avoided in resting situations. The 
resting sire should be readily ac.cessible.. 
Testing sessions should be monitored where 
appropciate to a,ssist the rest taker when a 
need arises and to maintain proper adminis
trattve procedures. In general, the testing 
conditions should be equivalent to those char 
prevailed when norms and other interpreta
tive data were obtained. 

Standard 5.5 
Instructions to rest takers shoull:I clearly 
indicate how to make responses. lnsrruetions 
should also be given in the use of any equip
ment likely to be uofamiJiar to test takers. 
Opportunity to practi~ responding should 
be given when equipment is involved, unless 
use of the equipment is being assessed. 
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Commmt: When clecrronic calculators are pro
vided for use, examinees may need practice in 
using rhc c,alcularor, Examinees may need 
pracLice responding with unfamiliar casks, such 
as a numeric grid., which is sometimes used with 
mathema1ics performance items. In compucer
Qdminisrered 1cm, the method of responding 
may be unfamiliar co some test takers, Where 
possible, the practice responses should be mon
icored to ensure char che rest taker is making 
acceptable responses. In some performance tescs 
chat involve rools or equipment, insr:ruccions may 
be needed for unfamiliar tools, unloss-accommo
dating co unfamiliar cools is part of what is being 
a.«.SCSSCd. ff a cesc taker is unable co use che equip
ment or make the responses, it may be appropri
.arc co consider alcernatfve testing modes. 

Standard 5.6 
Reasonable el:forts should be made to assure 
the integrity of test scores by eliminating 
opportunities for test takers to attain scores 
by ftaudulcnt means. 

Com1T1mt; In large-scale r.csring programs where 
rhe results may be viewed as having imporranr 
consequences, efforts to assure score incegricy 
should include, when appropriate and pracci
cable, stipulating requirements for idencifica
cion, constructing searing charts, assigning 
test takers ro seats, requiting appropriate space 
berween seats, and providing continuous 
monitoring of the tcsdng process. Test devel
opers should design tesc ma1criaJs and proce
dures w minimize rhe possibility ofc'heacing. 
Tesr adminiscrators should note and repon 
any significaor instances of testing irregularicy. 
A lac.al change in the dare or time of testing 
may offer an opponunicy for fraud. In gener
al, seeps should be taken to minimize the pos
slbilicy of breaches in test security. In any 
evaluation of work products (e.g., porcfolios) 
seeps should be taken to ensure that the prod
uce represents chc candidate's own work, and 
that the amounc and kind of assistance pto
vided should be consistent with the intent of 
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the assessment. AociUary documencar.ion , 
such as the dace when che work wa.1 done, 
may be useful. 

Standard 5.7 
Test users have the responsibilicy of protect
ing the securicy of tesc materials ar all times. 

Comment: Those who have test mace.rials 
under cheir concrol should, with due consid
eration of ethical and legal requirements, cake 
all seeps nec.essary co assure ch.at only individ
uals with a legitimate need for access to test 
macerials are able co obca1n such access before 
the tesc ;idminiscracion, and aherwards as 
wdl, if any pare of the test wilt be reused :u a 
later rime. Test users must balance test securi
ty wich the rights of all test takers and test 
users. When sensirive tesc documents arc 
challenged, it may be appropriate co employ 
an independent rhird parry, using a closely 
supervised secure procedUie 10 conduct a 
review of the relevant materials. Such secure 
procedum are usually preferable to placing 
tests, manuals, and an examinee's resr respons
es in the public record. 

Standard 5.8 
Test scoring services should document the 
procedures that were followed co assure 
accuracy of scoring. The frequency of scor
ing errors should be monitored and reponed 
to users of the setvice on reasonable request. 
Arty systematic source of scoring errors 
should be corrected. 

Commmt: Clerical and mechanical errors 
should be examined. Scoring errors should 
be minimi:icd and, when they are found, 
seeps should be taken prompcly co minimize 
their recurrence. 

Standard 5.9 
When test scoring involves human judgment, 
scoring rubrics should specify criteria for scor-
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ing. Adherence to established se-0ring criteria 
should be monitored and checked regularly. 
Monitoci.ng procedures should be documenten. 

Comment: Human scorers may be provided 
wir.h scoring rubrics listing acceptable alterna
tive responses, as well as general crireria. 
Consistency of $Coting is often checked by 
rescoring randomly selected test responses 
and by rescoring some responses from earlier 
adminisrrations. Periodic checks of rhe statis
tical properties (e.g., means, standard devia
rions) of scores assigned by individual scorers 
during a scoring session can provid<: feedback 
for che scorers, helping chem co maintain 
scoring standards. Lack of consistent scoring 
may call for retraining or dismissing some scor· 
ers or for reexamining rhe scoring rubrics. 

Standard 5.10 
When rest score information is released to 
nudents, parents, legal representatives, teach
ers, clients, or the media, those respoosible 
for testing programs should provide appro
priate interpretations. The interpretations 
should describe in simple language what the 
tesr covers, what scores mean, the precision 
of the scores, common mi.sinte,rpretations of 
test scores, and how scores will be used. 

Comment: Test users should console the inter
pretive material prepared by the rest developer 
or publisher gnd should revise or supplement 
che rnacerial as ncc.essary to present rhe local and 
individual resoles accumcly and clearly. Score 
precision mighc be depicted by error bands, 
or likely score ranges, showing the standard 
error of measuremenr. 

Standard 5.11 
When computer-prepared interpretations of 
test response protocols are reporred, cbe 
sources, rationale, and empirical basis for 
these interpretations should be avai lable, 
and their limitations should be described. 

Commmt: Whereas COlf\purer-prepared incer
pretations may be based on e.xperr judgment, 
the interpretations are of necessity based 
on accumulated experience and may not be 
able {0 cake inro consideration me context of 
the individual's circumstances. Computer· 
prepared imerpreracions should be used with 
care in diagnosric settings. because they 
may not rake into account orher information 
about the individual test taker:, such as age. 
gender, education, prior employment, and 
medical history, chat provide conrexc for 
test results. 

Standard 5.12 
When group-level infonnation is obtained 
by aggregating the results of partial tests 
taken by individuals, validity and reliability 
should be reported fur the level of aggrega
tion at which results a.re reported, Scores 
should nor be reponcd for individuals unless 
the validity, comparabiliiy. and reliability of 
such scores have been established. 

Comment: Large-scale assessmcnrs often 
achieve efficiency by "matrix sampling" of 
the conce.nc domain by asking different tcsr 
rakers different questions. The testing tben 
requires less time from each test raker, while 
the aggrcgacion of individual results provides 
for domain coverage thac can be adequate 
for meaningful group- or program-level 
i nterpretariom, such as schools, or grade 
levels within a locality or particular subject· 
maner areas. Because the individual receives 
only an incomplete test, an individual score 
would have limired meaning. Jf individual 
scores arc provided, comparisons between 
scores obtained by different individuals are 
bas~d on responses to items that may covet 
differem material. Some degree of calibra· 
rion among incomplete rests can sometimes 
be made. Such calibration is essential to the 
comparisons of individual scores. 
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Standard 5.13 
Transmission of individually identified test 
scores to authorized individuals or institu· 
rions should be done in a manner that pro
tects the confidential nature of the scores. 

Comment: Gue is always needed when com
municating the scores of identified rest takers, 
regardless of the form of communication. 
Face-10-face communication, as well as tele
phone and wrirren communication present 
wdl-known problems. Transmission by dec
rronic media. including computer networks 
and facsimile, presents modern challenges 
co confidencialicy. 

Standard 5.14 
When a material error is found in test scores 
or other important information released by a 
testing organization or other institution, a 
corrected score report should be distributed 
as soon as practicable to all k!Jown recipients 
who might otherwise we the erroneous scores 
as a basis for decision making. The corrected 
report should be labeled -as such. 

Comment: A material error is one that could 
change che inrerpretacion of the test score. 
Innocuous typographical errors woutd be 
excluded. Timeline,;s is esscnrial for decisions 
that WLll be made soon after the test scores 
are received. 

Standard 5.15 
When test dat.a about a person are retained, 
both the test protocol and any written 
report should also be preserved in. some 
form. Test users should adhere to the poli· 
cies aod record-keeping practice of their 
professional organiutions. 

Comment: The protocol may be needed co 
respond ro a possible challenge from a resr 
taker. T he protocol would ordinarily be 
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ao:ompanied by testing materials and rest 
scores. Retention of more derailed records of 
responses would depend on circumstances 
.and should be covered in a retemion policy 
(see rhe following scandaro). Record keeping 
may be subject to legal and professional 
requirements. Policy for the release of any test 
informac,on for other than research purposes 
is discussed in chapter 8. 

Standard 5.16 
Organizations that maintain test scores on 
individuals io data files or in an individual's 
records should develop a clear set of policy 
guidelines on che duration of retention of an 
ind.ividuaJ!s records, and on the availability, 
and use over time, of such data. 

Cqmmenf: To some instances, test scores 
become obsolere over rime, no longer 
reflecting cbe current stace of the ccs~ raker. 
Outdated scores should generally noc be used 
or made available, except for research purpos
es, lo other cases, test scores obtained in past 
years can be useful as, for Cltample, in longi
cudinal assessment. The key issue is the valid 
use of the information. Score retention and 
disclosure may be .ubjecr ro legal and profes
sional requirements. 
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6. SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION 
FOR TESTS 

Background 
The provision of supporting documents for 
tests is the primary means by which ccn 
dcvc:lopc,rs, publishers, and disuibucors com
municate with ce.sc users. Thae documents 
arc evaluated on the basis of their complete
ness, accuracy, currency, and clarity and 
should be available 10 qualified individuals as 
appropriate. A rest's documentation typically 
specifies the narure of che ccsc; ics intended 
we; the processes involved in ihe test's devel
opmenr; technical information relaced co 
scoring, inrerpretation, and evidence: of valid
ity and reliability; scaling and norming if 
appropriace co the insrrumc:nc; and guidelines 
for tesr adminisl(ation and interpretation. 
1:he objective of the documcocation is to pro
vide resr users wich die informarion ne!edcd ro 
make sound judgmenrs about the nature :and 
qualiry of the test, the rcsulliog scores, and 
the incerpretacions based on the: test scores. 
The information may be reported in docu
ments such as trsr manuals, technical manu
als, user's guides, specimen secs, examination 
kics, directions for rest adminisrcacors and 
scorers, or preview materials for test takers. 

Test documentation is most effcccive if ic 
communicares informacion co mulciplc wcr 
groups. To .-iccommodace rhe breadth of 
training of professionals who use cesrs, sepa
care documents or secrions of documents may 
be wri tten for identifiable caccgories of users 
such as praccicioners, consulcancs, adminisrra
rors, researchers, and educators. For example, 
the tesr user who adminisrers the cescs and 
inrerprets the results needs inr.erpretivc: infor. 
mation or guidelines. On rhc other hand, 
those who are rc.sponsiblc for selecting rem 
need to be able co judge the tec.hnic.al adequa
cy of the ccsr, Therefore, some combin,arion 
of cechnical manuals, user's guides, cest man
uals, tesc supplements, examination kics, or 

specimen sets ordinarily is published to pro
vide a potential cest user or test reviewer with 
sufficienr information to evaluate che appro
priareness and technical adequacy of rhe test. 
The types of information presented in rhese 
documents typically indude a description of 
the incendcd rest-taking population, seated 
purpose of the rest, rest specificarioas, icem 
formats, scoring procedures, and the tesr 
development process. Technical data, such as 
psychometric. indices of the irems, rcliabilicy 
and validity evidence, normative data, and 
cut scores or configural rules including chose 
for computer-generated interpretations of ccsr 
scores also are summarized. 

An c:sscncial fearure of the documen12rion 
for every cesr is a discussion of che known 
appropriate and inappropriate uses and intcr
precations of the rest scores. The inclusion of 
illusrracions of score inrerpn:carions, as they 
relate ro che tcsc developer's intended applica
rions, also will help users make accurate infer
ences on rhe basis of rbc tesr scores. When 
possible, illustrations of improper tesr wcs and 
inappropriate rest score incerprccarions will 
help guard against the misuse of the test. 
. Tesr_ documents need to include enough 
10forma11on to allow test users and reviewers 
co determine the appropriacenc:Si of rhe cesc 
for its inrended purposes. References to ocher 
marcrials chat provide more derails abour 
research by the publisher or independent 
investigators should be ciced and should be 
readily obtainable by che test user or reviewer. 
This supplemental material can be provided 
in any of a variety of published or unpub
lished forms: wbcn demand is likely co be 
low, it may be mainraioed in archival form, 
including electronic scorage. Tcsr documenta
tion is IJ.'ieful for all rcsr insuumenrs, includ
ing chose that are developed ex.elusively for 
use within a single organization. 
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ln addition ro technical documenrarion, 

descripcive marerials are needed in some Ser
tings to inform examinees and ocher inccre.sted 
parties about the nature a.nd content of the 
test. The amounc and type of information 
will depend on the particular tcsr and appli
cation. For exampJe, in situations requiring 
informed conscnr, information should be suf
ficient m develop a reasone.d judgment. Such 
information should be phrased in nontechni
cal language and should be as inclusive as is 
consistent with the use of the test scores. The 
materials may indude a general description 
and rationale for the test; sample items or 
complete sample tests; and information about 
conditions of rest adminimation, confidcn
tialicy. and retention of rest results. For some 
applicacions, however, the crue nature and 
purpose of a tcsr :.re purposdy hidden ot dis

guised to prevent faking or response bias. In 
these instances, examinees may be motivated 
to reveal more or less of the characteristics 
incended to be assessed. Under these circ;um
srances, hiding or disguising rhe true nature 
or purpose of the rest is acceptable provided 
this action is consistent with legal principles 
and ethical standards. 

This chapter provides general standards 
for che preparMion and publication of test 
documentation. The other chapters contain 
specific standards that will be useful co rest 

devdo~rs. publishers, and distributors in c:he 
preparation of materials to be included in a 
test's documenradon. 

68 

JA2674 

SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FOR TESTS/ PART I 

Standard 6.1 
Test documents (e.g., test manuals, technical 
manuals, user's guides, and supplementa.l 
material) should he made available to prospec
tive test users and other qualified persons at 
the time a test is published or released for use. 

Comment: The test developer or publisher 
should judge carefully which informaiion 
should be included in first editions of chc test 
manual, cechnical manual, or user's guides 
and which information can be provided in 
supplements. For low-volume, unpublished 
rests, the doet1mentacion may be relacivdy brief. 
When the developer is also the user, docu
mentation and summaries are still necessary. 

Standard 6.2 
Test documents should be comple1e, accu
rate, and clearly written so that the intended 
reader can readily understand the content. 

Comment: Test documents should provide 
sufficien t derail co permit reviewers: and 
resea rchers to judge or replicate impormnc 
analyses published in rhe cesc manual. For 
example, reporcing correlation matrices in 
rhc ccst document may allow che te5t user 
ro judge the data upon which decisions and 
conclusions were: based, or describing in 
detail the sample and 1he narure of any fac1or 
analyses chat were conducted will allow the 
rest user co replicate reported srudies. 

Standard 6.3 
The rationale for the test, recommended 
uses of the test, support for such uses, and 
information that assists in score interpreta· 
tion should be documented. Where particu
lar misuses of a test can be reasonably 
anticipated, cautions against such misuses 
should be specified. 

Comment: Tesr publishers make every effon 
to caution test users ~inst known misuses of 
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ccscs. However, cesr publishers- a~ nor requi~d 

to anticipate all possible misuses of a test. If 
publishers do know of persistent test misuse 

by a res1 user, einraordinary educational 

effons may be appropriate. 

Standard 6.4 
The population fur whom the test 1s intended 

and the test specifications should be docu
mented. lfapplicahle, the item pool and scale 

development procedures should be described 
in the relevant test manuals. lf normative data 
are provided, the nocming population should 

be described in terms of relevant demographic 

variables, and the year(s) in which the data 

were coUected should be reported. 

Comment: Known limitations of a tesc forcer

tain populations also should be dearly delin
eated in the test documents. In addition, if 

the resr is available in more rhan one language, 
resr documents 5hould provide information 
on the translation or adaptation procedures, 

on the demographics of each norming sample, 

and on score incerpretat ion issues for each lan

guage into which the cesr has been r.ranslaced. 

Standard 6.5 
When statistical descriptions and analyses 
chat provide evidence of the reliability of 
scores and the validity of their recommended 

interpretations are available, the information 
should be included in the tesc's documenta• 
tion. When relevant for ren interpretation, 
test documents ordinarily should include 
item level information, cur scores and con

figural rules, information about raw scores 
and derived scores, normative data, the stan

dard errors of measutement, and a descrip
tion of the prc;,cedures used co equate 
mukiple forms. 

Standard 6.6 
When a rest relates to a course of trairung or 

srudy, a curriculum, a tenbook,, or packaged 

STANDARDS! 

i.osauction, the doaunenta.tion shouJd include 

an identification and description of the course 

or instructional materials and should indicate 
the year in which these materials Were prepared. 

Standard 6. 7 
Test documents should specify qualifications 
that a.re required to adminiSter a test and to 

interpret the test scores accurately. 

Comment: Sraremeocs of user qualifications 

need rn specify rhe training, cenificarion, 
compecendcs, or experience needed to have 

access co a resc, 

Standard 6.8 
If a test is designed to be scored or interpre

ted by test takers, the publisher and test 

developer should provide evidence that the 
test can be accurately scored or interpreted 
by the test takers. Tests that are designed to 
be scored and interpreted by the test taker 

should be accompanied by interpretive· 

matecials that assist the individual in under

standing the test scores a.nd that are written 

in I~ that the test taker can undersrand. 

Standard 6.9 
Test documents should cite a rep.resentative 
set of the available studies pertaining to gen

eral and specific uses of the test. 

u,mmmt: Summaries of cited studies--exdud
ing published works, dissertations, or propri· 
erary documems--should be made availabie 
on request co test users and researchers by.the 

publisher. 

Standard 6.10 
Interpretive m aterials for tests, that include 
case studies, should provide examples illus
trating the diversity of prospective test takers. 

Commmt: For some instruments, che presen
tation of case s tu<lies that are intended to 
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as.sisr the user in rhe inccrprerarion of ihc te5t 
scores and profiles also will be appropriate for 
inclusion in the test documentation. for 
example, case studies might cite as appropri
-ate examples of women and men of different 
ages; individuals differing in sexual oricnta• 
cion; persons represcncing various crhnic, cul
tural, or racial groups; and individuals with 
special needs. The inclusion of examples illus
rracing rhe diversity of prospective rest £J!kers 
is nor intended to promote incerprerarion of 
ccsc scores in a manner inconsiscenc with legal 
requiremeocs that may rcsuia certain practices 
in some conrcxts, such as employee selection. 

Standard 6.11 
If a test is designed so that more than one 
method can be used for administration or 
for recording responsu-such as marking 
responses in a rest booklet, on a separate 
answer sheet, or on a computer keyboard
then the manual should clearly document the 
extent 10 which scores arising from these 
methods art interchangeable. If the results 
asc not interchangeable, this fact should be 
reported, and guidance should be given for 
the interpretation of scores obtained under 
the various conditions or methods of 

administration. 

Standard 6.12 
Publishers and scoring services cha, offer 
computcr-geoera1ed interpretations of test 
scores should provide a summary of the evi
dence supporting the interpretations given. 

Commm1: The test user should be informed 
of any cut scores or configura.l rules necessary 
for understanding computer-generated score 
inu:rprecarions. A description of borh the sam· 
pies used to derive cue scores or configural rules 
and the mcthocu used co derive che cue scores 
should be provided. When proprietary inter· 
esrs result in rhe wirhholding of cur scores or 
configural rules, the owners of the incdleaual 
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property arc responsible for documenting evi
dence in support of the validicy of compucer
generacc:d score inrerprerarions. Such evidence 
might be provided, for example, by reporting 
rhc finding of '.ln independem review of the 
algori1hms by qualified professionals. 

Standard 6.13 
When substantial changes are made 10 a 
test, the test's documentation should be 
amended, supplemented, or revised co keep 
jnformacion for users currenl and co provide 
useful additional informarion or c:iutions. 

Standard 6.14 
Every test form and supporting document 
should cany a copyright dare or publication 

date. 

Commau: During rhe operational life of a rest, 
new or revised test for ms may be published, 
and manuals and other materials may be 
added or revised. Users and po1cncial uscts 
arc entitled to know rhe publication daces of 
various documents that include test norms. 
Communication among researchers is ham
pered when 1he particular cest documents 
used in experimcncal studies are ambiguously 

referenced in research rcpom. 

Standard 6.15 
Test developers, publishers, and distributors 
should provide general information for cest 
users and researchers who may be requ,red 
to determine the appropriateness of an 
intended rest use in a specific context. When 
a panicular tesc use cannot be justified, the 
tcSpon.se to an in.quit)' from a prospective test 
user should indicate this fact clearly. General 
information also should be provided for test 
takers and legal guardians who must provide 
consent prior to a test's administration, 
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7a FAIRNESS IN TESTING AND 
TEST USE 

Background 
This chapter addresses overriding issues of 
fairness in testing. Ir i.s intended boch to 
emphasize the importance of fairness in all 
aspects of tesring and assessment and co serve 
as a conrexr for the rechnicJ srandard.s. l..arcr 
chapters address in greater detail some fairness 
issues involving the responsibilities of test 
users, the righrs and responsibilities of tesc 
takers, the testing of individuals of diverse lin
guistic backgrounds, and the testing of those 
with disabilities. Chapters 12 through 15 also 
address sorne fairness issues specific ro psycho
logical, educanonal, employment and creden
rialing, and program evaluation applicarions 
of ccsdng and assessment. 
. Concern for fairness in resting is perva

swe, and the crcarrnem accorded 1he topic 
here can 001 do justice ro che complex issues 
involved. A full consideration of fairness 
~ould ~xplore the many functions of resting 
tn rdac1on to its many goa.ls, including the 
broad goal of achieving equaliry of opporru
nity in our society. It would consider che 
technical properties of resrs, rhe ways rest 
results are repelled, and chc factors that are 
validly or erroneously choughc ro account 
for ~an~rns of rcsc performance for groups 
and md1v1duals. A comprehensive .analysis 
would also examine rhc regulacions, scarures, 
and case law chat govern rest use and chc 
remedies for harmfuJ pracriccs. The Standards 
arnnot hope to deal adequately with all rhese 
broad issues, some of which have occasioned 
sharp disagrecmcnr among specialists and 
other thoughtful observers. Rather, the focus 
of rhc Standards is on those aspecrs of tescs, 
tescing, and tcsr use rhar are the cuscomary 
responsibilities of those who make, use, 
and incerpcec rests, and that arc character
ized by some measure of professional and 
cechnical consensus. 

Absolute fairness to every examinec 1s 
impossible 10 attain, if for no ocher reasons 
chan the faces rhac rem have imperfect relia
biliry and that va.lid iry in any pariicular con
text is a marcer of degree. Bue nei ther is any 
alccmative sdection or evaluation mechanism 
perfectly fair. Properly designed and used, 
rests c.in and do further societal goals of fair
ness and equa licy of opportunity. Serious 
technical deficiencies in rest design, use, or 
incerprecarion should, of course, be addressed, 
buc the fairness of ccscing in any given con
text muse be judged relative: co that of feasible 
rest ~nd nonresc alrernacives. le is general 
pra.cnce char large-scale rem are subjected co 
careful review and empirical checks to mini
mize bias. The amount of explicir artencion co 
fairness in tb.e design of well-made tesrs com
pares favorably co that of many alternative 
scleccion or evaluation methods. 

It is also crucial to bear in mind chac test 
settings are incerpcrsonal. The interaction of 
e_xaminer with examinee should be profes
s10nal, courceous, caring, and respectful. J n 

most testing sicuacions, the roles of examiner 
and cxaminee arc sharply unequal in srarus. A 
professional's inferences .ind cepom from resc 
findings may markedly impact the life of che 
person who is examined. Actencion to rhesc 
aspects of resc use and imcrprerarion is no less 
important than more technical concerns. 

As is emphasized in professional educa
tion and training, users of rests should be 
alert to the possibiJicy chat human issues 
i~volving ex.a.miner and cxamincc may somc
nmes affect test fu.irness. Auenrion to inter
personal issues is always important, perhaps 
c:spccially so when examinees have a disability 
or differ from chc examiner in ethnic, racial, 
or religious background; in gender or sexual 
orientation; in socioo:onomic stacus; in age; 
or in ocher respects that may affect chc exam
inee-oc.am i ncr i nrcraction. 
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FAIRNESS IN TESTING ANO TEST USE / PART ll 

Varying Views of Fairness 
The term foimm is used in many different ways 
and has no single technical moning. h is p05-

sibk that two individuals may endorse fairness 
in testing as a. desirable social goal, yet reach 
quire different conclusions abouc the fairness 
of a given 1es1ing program. Ouilinro below are 
four principal ways in -whicb the rerm fairness 
is used. It should be noted, however, chat 
many additional imerpremions may be: found 
in the technical and popular licerarurc. 

The first two characterizations presented 
here relate fairness to absence of bias and to 
cqui12ble ueatmeni of all examinees in the 
testing process. There is broad consensus 1har 
rests should be free from bias (as defined 
below) and chat all examinees should be treat
ed fairly in 1he cesring process itself (e.g., 
a/forded the same or comparable procedures in 
res1ing, tesc scoring, and use of scores). The: 
third characterization of test fairness addresses 
I.he equality of testing outcomes for cxa.mincc 
subgroups defined by race, e1hnidry, gender, 
disability, or other characrcriscics. The idea that 
fairness requires equality in overall passing 
races for diffccc:nr groups has been almost 
entirely repudiated in the professional testing 
limarure. A more widely acc.cpced view would 
hold chat examinees of equal standing with 
respect to the construcr the test is intended co 
measure should on average earn the sa.mc rest 
score, irrespective of group membership. 
Unfortunately, because examinees' lcvds of 
chc: consuuct arc measured imperfectly, this 
requi rement is mcly amenable co direct exami
nation. The: fourth definition of fairness relates 
to c:qui!)' in opportuniry to learn the material 
covered in an achievement te.~c. There would 
be general agreement that adcqu;ltC opportuni
ty to learn is clearly relevant to some uses and 
incerpretauons of achievement tests and d~tly 
irrelevant to others, ald1ough clisagr«ment might 
;uisc as co the relevance of opportunity co learn 
co cesc fairness in some specific situations. 
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FAIRNESS AS LACK OF BIAS 
Bias is used here as a technical term. le is 

said co arise when deficiencies in a test itself 
or che manne1 in which it 1s used result in 
different meanings for scores earned by mem
bers of different idencifiRble subgroups. When 
e>1idence of such deficiencies is found at the 
level of item response patterns for members 
of differcnc groups, rhe terms ium bias or dif 
fmnti41 irtm foncrioning (DI F) arc often used. 
When evidence 1s found by comparing the 
panems of association for different groups 
becween tesc scores and ocher v3riables, rhe 
rerm predictive bins may be used. The concept 
of bias and techniques for its detection are 
d iscussed below and are also discussed in 
other chapters of che Standards. There is 

general consensus that consideradon of bias 
is critical co sound tesring prac:tice. 

FAIRNESS AS EQUITABLE TREATMEKT IN THE TESTING 

PROCESS 
There is consensus that jusr crearmcnc 

throughout rhc testing process is a necessary 
condition for test fairness. There is also con
sensus thac fair creacmenc of all examinees 
requires consideration not only of a rest itself, 
but also che context and purpose of testing 
and the manner in which rest scores are used. 
A well-designed test is nor incrinsically fair or 
unfair, but rhe use of the cesr in a particular 
circumsrancc or with particubu examinees 
may be fair or unfair. Unfairness can ha>1c 
individual and cotlccttve consequences. 

Regardless of rhc purpose of resring, fair
ness requires chat all examinees be given a 
comparable opportuniry to demonstrate 
their srand.ing on the construct(s) the test lS 

intended ro measure. Just ueatment a.lso 
includes such f-crocs as appropriace rcscing 
conditions and equal opporrunity to become 
familiar with the ccsc format, praccicc materi
als, and so forrh. In situations where individ
ual or group tcsc results arc reported, jwr 
crearment also implies that such reporcing 
should be accurace and fu lly informarive. 
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Fairness also requires rhac all examinees 
be afforded appropriare resting conditions. 
Careful scandardi-2.ation of tests and admin
iscracion condirions generally helps co assure 
ehac examinees have comparable opportuni
ty to demomirate the abilities or amibures 
co be measured. ln some cases, however, 
aspeccs of the resting process rhat pose no 
particular challenge for most examinees may 
prevent specific groups or individuals from 
.iccurarely demonsrraring chelr standing 
with respect to che construct of interest 
(e.g., due w disability or language back
ground). In some instances, greater compa
rabiliry may somcrimes be arcained if 
standardiied procedures are modified. There 
are conrcxrs in which some 5uch modifica
tions are forbidden by law and ocher con
ccxts in which some: such modifications are 
required by law. ln all cases, standardized 
procedures should be fol[owed for all exam
inees unless explicit, doalmented accommo
dations have been made. 

Ideally, examinees would also be afford
ed equal opportunity ro prepare for a test. 
Examinees ~hould in any case be afforded 
equal access to materials provided by the 
resting organizacion and sponsor which 
describe the rest comenc and purpose and 
offer spedfic familiarization and preparation 
for test caking, la addition to assuring equi
ry in access to accepted resources for test 
prcparadon, this principle covers rest securi
ry for nondisdosed re.SIS. If some examinees 
wete ro have prior acctss co the contents of 
a secure ccsr, for exampk, basing decisions 
upon the relative performance of different 
examinees would be u.nfair to ochers who 
did nor have such access. On rests rhac have 
important individual consequences, all exam
inees should have a meaningful opporrunity 
co provide input to relevant decision makers 
if procedural ir regularities in tesci ng are 
alleged, if the validity of the individual's 
score is challenged or may not be repotted, 
or if similar special circumstances arise. 

Finlllly, the conception of fairn ess as 
equitable treacmcnr in the tesring process 
excends to the reporcing of individual and 
group test results. Individual rest score infor
mation is entitled co confidential m:arment in 
most circumstances. Confidenria:liry should 
be respected; scores should be disclosed only 
as appropriate. When cesc scores are reporred, 
ei1her for groups or individuals, score reports 
should be accurate and informative. fr m~y 
be especially important when reporting 
results co nonprofessional audiences ro use 
appropriace language and wording and to 
try to design reports to reduce the likelihood 
of inappropriate inrerprer.arions" When group 
achievement differences are reported, for 
example, including additional information co 
help t:he intended audience underscand con
founding faccors such as unequal educational 
opportuniry may help co reduce misinterpre
tation of test results and incrt--ase the likeli
hood rhac tests will be used wisely. 

FAIRNESS AS E0UAUTY IN OUTCOMES OF TESTING 

The idea that fairness requires overall 
p,issiog rates to be. comparable across groups 
is noc generally accepted in rhe professional 
lireracure. Mosr testing p rofessionals would 
probably agree that while gro4p difference$ in 
testing outcomes should in many cases trigger 
heightened scrutiny for possible sources of 
test bias, outcome differences across groups 
do not in themselves indicare rbat a resting 
application is biased or unfair. le might be 
argued chat when tests are used for selection, 
persons who all would perform equallr well 
on che criterion measure if selected should 
have an equal chance of being c.hosen regard
less of group membership. Unfortunately, 
rherc is rarely any direcc procedure for derer
mini ng whedter chis ideal has been mer" 
Moreover, if score distributions differ from 
one group ro another, it is generally impossi
ble to satisfy this ideaJ using any rest that has 
a less than perfect correlarion with the crireri
on measure. 
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Many testing·professionals would agre~ 
that if a cest is free of bias and examinees 
have received fair treatment in che cesring 
process, then che conditions of fairness have 
been met. That is, given evidence of the 
validity of intended tesr uses and imc:rpreca
cions, including evidence of lack of bias and 
atrencion to issues of fair treacmenc, fairness 
has been established regardless of group-level 
ourcomes. This view need not imply thac 
unequal tescing outcomes should be ignored 
altogether. They may be important in gener
ating new hypotheses about bias and fai r 
rreacment. Bue in this view, unequal ouc
comes at the group level have no direct bear
ing on questions of tesc fairness. There may 
be legal requirements to investigate certain 
differences in outcomes of testing among sub
groups. Those requirements further may pro
vide that, other things being equal, a cescing 
alcernat1ve that minimizes outcome differ. 
ences across relevant subgroups should be 
used. The: standards in this chapter are 
intended to be applied in a manner consisrcnt 
with legal and regulatory standards. 

fAJRN(SS AS OPPORTUNITY lO l.£ARN 

This final conception of fairness arises in 
connection with educational achievement test
ing. In many contexts, ach.icvement tests are 
intended co assess what a cest taker knows or 
can do as a reslllc of formal inscrucrion. When 
some rest takers have nor had the opporruniry 
to learn the subject matter covered by che rest 
conrenc, rhey are likely ro ger low scores. The 
rest score may accurately re/leer what che rest 
caker knows and can do, bur low scores may 
have resulted in part from noc having had che 
opportunity ro learn the material tested as well 
as from having had the oppanuniry and having 
failed to learn. When rest ca.kecs have nae had 
the opportunity co learn the material tested, the 
policy of using rheir test scores as a basis for 
withholding a high school diploma, for ex.am
ple, is viewed as unfair. This issue is further dis
cussed in chapter 13, on educational tescing. 
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Ar least three imporrant difficulties arise 
with this conception of fairness. Firsc, che 
definition of opporttlflity 10 kttm is difficult in 
praccice, especially ar the level of individuals. 
Opporcunity is a macrer of degree, Moreover, 
rhe measuremenr of some imporrant learnin.g 
outcomes may requ.ire srudenrs co work with 
mar-erial they have nor seen before:. Second, 
even if iris possible to document rhe mpics 
included in rhe curriculum for a group of scu
denL,, specific content coverage for any one 
.s1uden1 may be impossible to derermioe. 
Finally, chere is a well-founded desire 10 
assure cha1 credentials a1resr co certain profi
ciencies or capabilities. Gran1ing a diploma co 
a low-scoring examinee on che grounds chac 
the studcnc had insufficient opporcuniry to 
learn the macerial resrc:d means ccrcificacing 
socneone wh.o has not attained che degree of 
proficiency che diploma 1s intended co signify. 

It should be nored chat opporrunicy to 
learn ordinarily plays no role in determining 
the fairness of tests llSed for employment and 

credentialing, which arc: covered in chapter 
14, nor of admissions resting. In chose cir
cumsca.nces, it is deemed fai r thac the tCS"t 
should cover rhe full range of requisite 
knowledge and skills. However; there are siru
acions in which the agency cha.c decermines 
the con rents ora ftlt used for employment or 
credenri:iling also sets c.hc curriculum rhac 
must be followed in prep~ring to take che 
resr. In such cases, ic is che respons1biliry of 
char agency ro assure chat what is co be reseed 
,s fully included in rhc speci fication of what 
is.co be caught. 

Bias Associated With Test Content 
and Response Processes 
The term bias in tests and testing refers co 
construcc-irrelevanr components thar resulc 
in sysremarrcally lower or higher scores for 
identifiable groups of examinees. Such con
strucc-irrelevanc score: componenIS may be 
inrroduced due ro in:ippropriate sampling of 
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cest c.oncenc or lack of darity in test 1nsrruc
rions. They may also ;uise if sc.oring cri1eria 
fail to c.redit fully ,~omc correct problem 
approaches or solutions chat are more typi
cal of one group rban another. Evidence of 
these potential sources of bias may be 
sought in the content of tbc rests, in com
parisons of the internal strucrure of test 
responses for different groups, and in com
parisons of che relationships of rest scores 
to ocher measures, although none of these 
types of evidence is unequivoc.al. 

CONTENT·RELATI:D SOURCES OF TEST BIAS 

Bias due co inappropriate selection of 
rest concent m'.ly sometimes be dececced by 
i nspoction of che test ic;sclf. In some testing 
con texts, it is common for rest developers to 
engage an independent panel of diverse 
experts co review cesc concent for langu'age 
chat might be interpreted differently by mem
bers of different groups and for material that 
might be offensive or emotionally disturbing 
co some cesc takers.. For performance assess
ments, panels are ofcen en.gaged to review 
che scoring rubric as well. A cest intended ro 
measure verbal analogical reasoning, for 
example, should 1ndude words in general use, 
not words and expressions associated with 
particular d isciplines, occupations, ethnic 
groups, or locarions. Where marerial likely 
co be differentially incere1;cing or relevant co 
some examinees is included, it may be bal
anced by maictial that may be of particular 
interest to the remaining examinees. 

In educational achievement testing, 
alignment wich curriculum may bear on ques
tions of content-related cesc bias. One may 
ask how well a rest represents some content 
domain and also whether tha t dornain is 
appropriate g_ivcn intended score incerpreta· 
rions. A test of I 9th-century United Scates 
hisrory mighr give considerable emphasis to 
the War of 1812, the Mexican War, the Civil 
War, and the Spanish Amcric.a.n War. If some 
state's curriculum framework dealt relacively 

lightly vnth these wars, -devoting more .men
tion inste.ad, say, co soc.ial and industrial 
devdopmencs, then that state's test cakers 
might be relatively disadvantaged. 

Bias may also result from a lack of clarity 
in rest instrucrions or from scoring rubric.s 
chat c.rcdit responses more rypical of one 
group than another. For example, cognitive 
abiliry rests often require rest takers co classify 
objects according co an unspecified rule. IJ a 
given task credits classification on the basis of 
the stimulus objects' functions, but an identi
fiable subgroup of examinees tends to classify 
the objects on the basis of their physicaJ 
appearance, faulty test inrerpreracions are 
l.ikely, Similarly, if the scoring rubric for a 
constructed response item reserves the highest 
score level for those examinees who in fact 
provide: more: informarion or elaboration than 
was actually requested, then less test-wise 
examinees who simply follow instructions will 
earn lower scores. [n this case, tesrwiscness 
becomes a consrrucr-irrele11anr componcnr 
of resr sc.ores. 

Judgmental methods for the review of 
tests and test i terns are often supplemented by 
statistical procedures for identifying items on 
tests that function differently across identifi
able: subgcoups of examinees. Differenrial 
item funcrioning (DIF) is said to exist when 
examinees o( equal abilicy differ oo average, 
according to their group membership, in thfr 
responses 10 a panicular irem. ff examinees 
from e'ach group are divided i nro subgroups 
accord1ng co the tested abilicy and subr,roups 
at the same abil iry level have unequal proba
bilttics of answering a given item correcrly, 
then there is evidence that chat item may not 
be functioning as intended. le may be meas
uring something different from the ,remainder 
of the c~c or ic may be measu ring with d1fTer
cnr levels of precision for different subgroups 
of examinees. Such an item may offer a valid 
measurement of some narrow element of the 
inrendcd construct, or it may tap some con
srcucr-irrelevant c.omponent that advantages 
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or disadvantages members of one group. 
Although DIF procedures may hold some 
promise for improving test quality, there has 
been little progress in identifying the causes 
or substamive themes char characterize items 
exhibiting DIF. That is, once items on a test 
have been sratisricany identified as fu nction· 
ing difftrenrly from one examinee group to 
another, it has been difficult ro specify the 
reasons fo r the differencial performance or 
10 identify a common deficiency among the 
idenrified items. 

RESP-ONSE•RUATED SouRCES OF TEST BIAS 

In some cases, consuuct-i rrclcvant score 
componencs may arise because test items elic
it va rietie.s of rc5ponses other than those 
intended or can be solved in ways that were 
not intended. For example, clients responding 
to a diagnostic invenrory may am:mpr to pro
vide the answers they think the rest adminis
crator expects as opposed co chc answers that 

best describe themselves. To the extenc chat 
such response acquiescence is more rypical 
of some groups than others, bias may result. 
Bias may also be associated with test cesponse 
formats that pose particular difficu lties for 
one group or another. For example, tesr per
formance may rely on some capabiliry (e,g., 
English language proficiency or fine-mocor 
coordination) char is irrelevanc co the intent 
of rhe measuremcnc bur nonetheless poses 
impediments for some examinees. A tesc of 
quancirative reasoning t.hac makes inappropri
ately heavy demands on verbal abiliry would 
probably be biased against examinees whose 
first language is ocher than chat of c.hc test. 

fn addition co concenr reviews and DIF 
a nalyses, evidence of bias celaccd to response 
processes may be provided by comparisons of 
che in ternal structure of the test responses for 
different groups of examinees. If an analysis 
of the factors or dimensions underlying test 
performance reveals different incernal scruc
tures for different groups, rt may be that d if
ferent constructs are being measured or it 
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may simply be char groups differ in their vari
ability with respect IO the same underlying 
dimensions. When there is evidence chac 

tests, including personaliry rests, measure dif
ferent consrruccs in differem gender, racial, or 
cultu ral groups, ic is impotcant to determine 
rhar the internal srrucrure of rhe rest supports 
inferences made for clients from these distinct 
subgroups of the client populatioh, In sirua
cions where internal test structure varies 
markedly across ethnically divme cultures, ic 
may be inappropri.1 re ro maJce direcr compar
isons of scores of members of these differenr 
cultural groups. 

Bias may also be indicated by pacterns 
of association berween re.sc scores and other 
variables. Perhap.1 the mosc familiar fo rm 
such evidence may rake is a difference across 
groups in the regression equations relating 
select,ion tesr performance ro cri((:rion per
formance. This case is discussed at greater 
length in the following section . However, 
evidence of bias based on relations co ocher 
va riables may also cake many other forms. 
The relarionship berween rwo cem of che 
same cognitive ability mighc be found to dif
fer from one group to another, for example. 
Such a difference might indicate bias in one 
or both tcscs. As another insrance, a higher 
than expected association berween reading 
and mathematics achievement test scores 
among srudenrs who mighr well have limit
ed English proficiency could trigger an 
invesrigarion co dererm.ine whether language 
proficiency was influencing some exa_mu,ees' 
machemarics scores. Patterns of score aver
ages or ocher disrrl bucional su.mmaTics might 
also point to potential sources of rest bias. If 
males outperformed females on one rneasu.rc 
of academic performance and, in the same 
population, females outperformed males on 
another, ic would follow chat che two mea.~
u.res could not both be linearly related to the 
idencical underlying construct. Nocc, howev
er, chat if rhe reseed populations differed, if 
the conrenr dom:ains sampled differed, or if 
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the consrrucrs cesced orherwise differed due 

co varying mo1iva1ional contexts or ocher 
effects, rwo reliable rem, each valid for Its 

intended purpose, might show such a pat
tern. Assotiacion need nor imply any direct 
or causal linkage, and alcernarivc explana
tions for patterns of association should 
usually be considered. In some cases, a tcsr
crirerion correlation may arise because che 
1cst and criterion both depend on rhe same 
consrruct-irrelevanc ability. If identifiable 
subgroups differ wirh respecr co chat extra
neous ability, 1hen bias may resu lt. 

Fairness in Selection and 
Prediction 
When tests are used for selection and predk
tion, evidence of bias or lack of bias is gener
ally soughr in rhe relationships berween test 
and crirerion scores for the respeccive groups. 
Under one broadly accepted definition, no 
bias ex.iscs if the regression equations rela ting 
1he 1esc and rhe criterion are indisringui.shable 
for chc groups in question. (Some formula
tions may hold th.ir noc only regression slopes 
and intercepts but also standard errors of 
escimatc must be equal.) If test-crite rion 
relationships differ, different decision rules 
may be followed depending on che group 
ro which chc person belongs. 

If fitting a common prediction equation 
for all groups combined suggest.s chat the cri
rerion performance of persons in any one 
group is syscemacical ly overpredicred or 
underpredicred, and i(bia.s in the criterion 
measure has been sec aside as a possible 
explanation, one possibility is to generace a 
separare prediccion fotmula for each group. 
Another posS1bil11y is to seek predictor vari
ables chat may be used in lieu of or in addi
tion ro the initial predictor score to reduce 
differential prediction wirbour reducing over
all predictive accuracy. If separate regression 
equations arc employed, the effect of their 
use on the dimiburion of predicted criterion 

scores for the different groups should be 
examined. Nace that in the United States, rhe 
use of different selection rules for identifiable 
subgroups of examinees is lcgall'y proscribed 
in some contexts. There may. however, be 
legal requirements to consider alcernarive 
selection procedures in some such siruacions. 

There is often tension between the per
spective chat equates fairness with lack of 
bias, in the technical sense, and che perspec
tive chat focuses on resting outcomes. A tesr 
char is valid for its intended purpo~ mighr be 
considered fai.r if a given rest score predicts 
rhe same performance level for members of 
all groups. It might nonec:hcless be regarded 
by some as unfair, however, if average rest 
scores differ across groups. This is because a 
given selection score and criterion threshol'd 
will often result in proporcionardy more false 
negative decisions in groups with lower mean 
resr scores. In ocher words, a lower-scoring 
group will usually have a higher prnponion 
of examinees who are rcjecred on rhe basis 
of their cesr scores even though c:hcy would 

have performed successfully if they had been 
selected. This seeming paradox is a sraristical 
consequence of rhe imperfect correlation 
between tesr and criterion. Ir does not occur 
because of any other property of rhe test and 
has no direct relationship co group demo
graphics. le is a purely statistical phenomenon 
that occurs as a function of lower rest scores, 
regardless of group membership. For exam
ple, ir usual ly occurs when rhe cop and bor
lom iest score halves of the majoriry group 
are compared. The fairness of a test or 
another prediccor should be evaluaced rda
tive ro chat of nonccst alternatives that 
might be used ins tead, 

GROUP OUTCOME DIFFERENCES Due TO CHOICE OF 

PREDICTORS 

Success in 11ircually all rcal~world 
endeavors requiccs multiple skills and abtli
tics, which may inreracc in comple,c ways. 
Testing programs typical ly address only~ 
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subset of these. Some skills and abiliries are 
excluded because they are assessed in other 
components of the seleciron process (e.g., 
completion of course work or an interview); 
others may be excluded because reliable and 
valid mcasurernenr is economically. logini
cally, or adminimatively infeasible. Success 
in college, for example, requires persever
ance, motivation, good srudy habits, and a 
host of ocher faccors in addition to verbal 
and quantitative reasoning abilicy. Even if 
each of rhe crireria employed in a selection 
process is demonstrably valid and appropri
ate for char purpose, iss.ues of fairness may 
arise in the choice of which fac.rors are 
measured. lf identiftable groups differ in 
their average levels of measu.red versus 
unmeasured job-relevant characceris tics, 
then fairness becomes a concern at che 
group level as well as che individual level. 

Can Consensus Be Achieved? 
le is unlikely chat consensus in sociecy ac 
large or wichin the measurement communi
ty is imminent on all matcers of fuimess in 
the use of tests. As noted earlier, fairness is 
defined in a var iety of ways and is not 
exclusively addressed in technical terms; it is 
subject to different defi nitions and interpre
tations in different social and polirical cir
cumstances. According co one view, che 
conscientious application of an unbiased 
resc in any given situation is fai r, re.gardle.$5 
of the consequences for individuals or 
groups. Ochers would argue chat fai rness 
requires more than satisfying certain techni
cal requirements. It bears repeating chat 
whi le the Standards will provide more spe
cific guidance on mancrs of technical ade
quacy, macce rs of values and public policy 
are crucial to responsible test use .. 
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Standard 7.1 

When credible research reports that tes t 
scores differ in meaning across examinee 
subgroups for the type of test in question, 
then to che extent feas ible, the same fo rms 
of validi ty evidence collected for the exam~ 

.inee population as a whole should also be 
collected fo r e.ach relevant subgroup. 
Subgcoups may be found to d iffer with 
respect to appropriateness of tes-r content, 
internal structure of test responses, the 
relation of test scores to other variables, or 
the response processes employed by indi
vidual examinees. Any such fiodings should 
receive due consideration in the interpreta
tion and use of scores as well as in subse
quent test revisi.ons. 

Comment: Scores differ in meaning across 
subgroups when the same score produces 
systematically differenr inferences about 
examinees who are members of different 
subgroups. In chose circumstances where 
c,edible research reports differences in score 
meaning for particular subgroups for the type 
of test in question, chis standa rd calls for 
separate, parallel analyses of daca for members 
of 1hose subgroups, sample sizes permicri,ng. 
Relevant cxaminee subgroups may be defined 
by race or ethniciry, culrure, language, gend~r. 
disabiLity, age, socioeconomic scarus, or ocher 
classifications. Not all Forms of evidence can 
be examined separately for members of all 
such groups. Th.e validity argument may rely 
on eidsting research llcttrarure, for Cl(:lmple, 
and such ficcrnture may not be avai lable for 
some popularions. For some kinds of evi
dence, some separate subgroup analyses may 
not be feasible due co the lirniced number 
of cases available. Data may somedmes be 
accumulated so that lhese analyses can be 
performed after 1he cesc has been in use for a 
period of time. This standard is 001 sarisfied 
by assuring thac such groups arc represented 
within larger, pooled samples, although chis 
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may al$o be important. Jn giving udue. con
siderarjon in the incerpre1atioo and use of 
scores,n pursuant ro this standard, test users 
should be mindful of leg.ii resrticrions that 
may pmhibit or limit within-group scoring 
and other practices. 

Standard 7.2 
When credible research reports differences 
in the clfocrs of construct-icrelevant variance 
across subgroups of test takers on perform
ance on some part of the test, the test 
shouJd be used if at a ll only fo r rho,se 
subgroups for which evidence indicates 
that valid infe.re.nces can be drawn from 
test scores. 

Comment: An obvious reason why a test 
may not measure the same constructs across 
subgroups is chat different components come 
inro play from one subgroup ro another. 
Alrernatively, an irrelevant component may 
h~vc a more significant effect on the perform· 
ance of examinees in one subgroup than in 
another. Such intrusive elements are rarely 
entirely absent for any subgroup but arc sel
dom present to any great extem. The decision 
whether or nor to use a rest with any given 
examinee subgroup necessarily i.nvolves a 
careful analysis of the validity evidence for 
different subgroups, as called for in Standard 
7. l, and the exercise of thoughtful profession
al judgment regarding chc significance of the 
irrelevant components. 

A conclusion thar a cest is not appro
pria1e for a particular subgroup requires 
an al ternative course of acrion. This may 
involve a seacch for a test chat can be used 
for all groups or, in circumstances where it 
is feasible ro use different construcr-eciuiva
lc:nr tests for difte rent groups, for an alter
native test for use in the subgroup for 
which the intended construct is noc well 
measured by the current cest. In some cases 
mulciplc tests may be used in combination, 

STANDARDS! 

and a composite chat permits valid infer
ences across subgroups may be idencified. 
In some circumscances, such as employment 
testing, rbere may be legal or ocher con• 
suaints on t.he use of different cests for 
different subgroups. 

lc- LS acknowledged that there are 
occasions where examinees may request or 
demand ro take a version of rhe tes1 ocher 
chan chat deemed most appropriare by the 
developer or user. An individual wich a 
disabi licy may decli nc an ;-alternate form 
and requtst the standard form. Accc:'d.1ng 
.co chis request , afcer ensuring tbac the 
examinee is fully informed about the resc 
and how it will be used, is noc a violation 
of this standard. 

Standard 7.3 
When credible research reports that differ· 
ential item functioning exists across age, 
gender, racial/ethnic, cuJtucal, disability, 
a.od/or linguisric groups in the population 
of test takers in the content domain meas
ured by the test, test developers should 
conduct appropriate studies when feasible, 
Such research should seek to detect and 
eliminate aspects of test des-ign, cont~nt, 
and format that might bias test scores for 
particular groups. 

Comment: Differential item functioning 
exists when examinees of equal abi licy 
differ, on average, according to rhei r group 
membership in their responses co a panicu
lar item. In some domains, exisring research 
may indicate chat differential irem function 
ing occurs infrequently and does not repli
cate across samples. In ochers, research 
evidence may indicate rhat differential irem 
functioning occurs reliably at ml'.'.aningfu l 
above-chance levels for some particular 
groups; it LS to such circumstanc~ chat the 
scandard applies. Although it may nor be 
possible prior co first rele'.lse of a test to 
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Sfudy che quescion o f differenrial item 
func rion ing for some such groups, concin
ued operacional use of a test may afford 
opporruniries to check for differencial 
item functioning. 

Standard 7.4 
Test developers should strive to identify 
and eliminate language, symbols, words, 
phrases, and content that are generally 
regarded as offensive by members of racial, 
eth11ic, .gender, or other groups, except 
when judged to be necessary for adequate 
rcprC5entation of the domain. 

Commmt: Two issues are involved. The first 
deals with che inadvercent use of langu·agt
that, unknown co che test developer, has a 

different meaning or connotation in one 
subgroup chan in ochers. Test publ ishers 
ofcen conducr sensitiv1ry reviews of all rest 
material 10 detect and remove se.nsic1ve 
mace.rial from rhe rem. The second dc-als 
with scrrings in which sensitive material is 
essential for validity. For e,cample, history 
tests may appropriardy include material on 
slavery or Nazis. Tests on subjects from che 
life sciences may appropriately include 
material on evolmion. A ccu of under
standing of an organization's sel(ual harass
ment pol icy may require employees co 
evaluate examples of potemially offensive 
behavior. 

Standard 7 .5 
In testing applications involving individu
ali,zed interpretations of test scores ocher 
than selection, a test taker's score should 
not be accepted as a reflection of standing 
on the characteristic being assessed wi th
out consideration of alrecnace expla.nacions 
for the test taker's pertormance on that test 

at that time. 
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Comment; Many test manuals point out 
variables that should be considered in inter• 
pret1ng test scores, such as clinically relevant 
history, school record, vocational Status, and 
test-taker motivation. Influences assodated 
with variables such as socioeconomic status, 
ethniciry, gender, cultural background, lan
guage, or age may also be relevant. In addi
tion, medication, visual 1mpairmencs, or 
ocher disabilities may affect a test taker's 
performance on, for example., a paper-and
pencil rcsr of mache17'\arics. 

Standard 7.6 

When empirical s tudies of differential pre
diction of a crite rion for members of dif
fe ren t subgroups are conducted, they 
should include regression equations (or 
an appropriate equivalent) computed sepa
rately fot each group oc treatment under 
consideration o r an analys is in which the 
group or treatmen t variables are entered 
as moderator variables. 

Comment: Correlation coeffic:ienrs provide 
inadequace evidence for or against a differ
ential prediction hypothesis if groups or 
crea cmenrs are found not co be approxi
macely equal wi rh respect 10 both tesr 
and cri~erion means and variances. 
Considerations of borh regression slopes 
and inrerceprs are needed. For example, 
despite equal correlations across groups, 
d iffere nces in intercepts may be found . 

Standard 7.7 
1a testing applications where rbe level of 
linguistic or re1Jding ability is nni part of 
the construct ofinterest, the linguisti c: or 
reading demands of the test should be kept 
ro the minimum necessary for I.he vaJid 
assessment of the intended constn1ct. 
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Comment: Whim the intent is to assess ability 
in marhemarics or mechnnical comprehen
sion, for example, the cesc should not con
tain unusual words or complicated syntactic 
conventions unrelated 10 the marhemarical 
or mechanical skill being assessed. 

Standard 7 .8 
When scores are disaggi:egated and pub
licly reporte~ for gtoups identified by 
characteristics such as gender, ethnicity, 
age, language proficiency, or disability, 
cautionacy statements should be included 
whenever credible reseai:ch reports that test 

scores may not have comparable meaning 
across these different groups. 

Comment: Comparisons across groups arc 
only meaningful if scores have comparable 
meaning across groups. The standard is 
imendcd as applicable co settings where 
scores are implicitly or explicidy prts(:nted as 
compacable in score meaning across groups. 

Standard 7.9 
When tests or assessments are proposed 
for use as instruments of social, education
al, or public policy, the test developers or 
users proposing the test should fully and 
accura tely inform policymakers of the 
characteristics of the tests as well as any 
relevant and credible information that may 
be available concerning the likely conse
quences of test use. 

Standard 7.10 
When the use of a test results in outcomes 
that affect the life c_hances or educational 
opportunities of examinees, evidence of 
mean test score differeo<?es between rele
vant subgroups of examinees should, 
where fea.sible, be examined for subgroups 
for which credible research reports mean 
differences for similar tests. Where mean 

STANDARDS I 

differences. are found, an investigat ion 
should he undertaken to detei;mine that 
such differences are not attributable to a 
s01uce of construct underrepresentation 
or construct-irrelevant variance. While 
initially the responsibility oft.he test 
developer, the test user bears responsibility 
for uses with groups other than those 
specified by the developer. 

Comment: Examples of such rest uses 
include sicuarions in which a rest plays a 
dominanc role in a decision co gr3nc or 
withhold a high school diploma or w pro
mote a student or re[ain a student in grade. 
Such an investigarion might include a 
review of the cumulative research literature 
or local scudies, as appropriate. In some 
domains, such as cognitive ability testing 
in employment, a subscamial relevant 
research base may preclude the need for 
local studies. In educational senings, as dis
cussed in chapter 13, potencial differences 
in opporrunicy co learn may be relevanc as 
a possible source of mean differences. 

Standard 7.11 
When a construct can be measured in dif
ferent ways that are approximately equal 
in their degree of construct representation 
and freedom from construct-iqeleva nt 

variance, evidence of mean score diffe r
ences across relevant subgi:oups of exam
inees should be considered in deciding 
whic.h test ro use. 

Comment: Mean score differences, while 
important, are but one faccor influencing 
che choice between one test and anocher. 
Cost, resring time, test security, and logistic 
issues (e.g., an applic;ition whtre very large 
numbers of eicaminees must be screened i11 
a very short time) are among rhe issues also 
encering into rhe professional judgment 
about test use. 
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Standard 7.12 
The testing or assessment process should 
be carried out so that test takers receive 
comparable and equitable t reatment dur
ing all phases of the testing or assessment 
process. 

Comment: For example. should a person 
administering a. test or interpreting test 
results recogniie a personal bias for or 
against an examinee, or for or against any 
subgroup of which the examincc is a mem
ber, the person could cake a variety of steps 
ranging from seeking a review of tesr inrer
precacions from a colleague co withdrawal 
from rhe resring process. 
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8. THE RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
OF TEST TAKERS 

Background 
This chapter addresses fairness issues unique 
to the interests of the individual rest raker. 
Fair rrearmcnt of rest cakers is nor only a mar
tcr of equity. bur also promotes the validity 
and reliability of rhe inferences made from 
the resr performance. The standards presemed 
in this chaprer reflect widely accepted princi
ples in che field of measurcmenr. The sran
dards address the responsibilities of rest takers 
with re~d to test security, their access to test 
IC.Suits, and their righu when irregularities in 
their resting are claimed. Other issues of fair
ness are treated in other chapters: genetal 
principles in chapter 7; the testing of linguis
tic minorities in chapter 9; the resting of per
sons with disabilities in chapter 10. General 
considerations concerning reporrs of test 
results are covered in chapter 5. 

Test ta~rs have the right to be assessed 
with rests that meet current professional stan
dards, including standards of technical quali
ty, fairness., administrarion, and reporting of 
results. Fair and equitable ueatmenr of rest 
takers involves providing, in advance of tesc
ing, information about rhe nacure of the test, 
the intended use of test scores, and the confi
dencialiry of rhe results. Test rakers, or cheir 
legal representatives when appropriate, need 
enough information about the test and the 
iJHendc~ use of test results co reach a compe
ccnt dec1~ton abou! parricipacing in cesring. 
In some 1nscanccs, -formal informed consent 
for cescing is required by law or by other stan
dards of professional practice, such as chose 
goveroing research on human subjects. The 
greater the consequences co the tesr taker, 
rhe greater the importance of ensuring that 
the rest taker is fully informed about the rest 
and voluntarily consents co participate, 
except wheJ1 testing without consent is per
nmrcd by law. If a ccst is optional, the test 

mker has the right to know the consequences 
of raking or not taking the rest. The rest 
t-aker has the right ro acceptable opporrun1· 
ties for asking questions or e,ipressing con
cerns, and may expect timely responses ro 

legitimate questions. 
Where consistent with the purposes 

and n:icure of the assessment, gencr:il infor
mation is usually provided about the rest's 
content and purposes. Some programs, in 
the interests of fairness, provide all test tak
ers wirh helpful materials, such as study 
guides, sample questions, or complete sam· 
pie rests, when such information does not 
jcopardi7.c the validiry of the results from 
futu re test administration. Advice may also 
be provided about test-caking srrategies, 
including time management, and the advis
ability of omitting an item response, when 
it is permined. Information is made known 
about the avaih1bilicy of special accommoda
tions for chose who nc:ed them. The policy 
on recesting may be stated, in case the res1 
taker feels that the present perfotmancc 
docs not appropriately re/leer his/her best 

performance. 
As participants in the assessment, resr 

take_rs have responsibilities as well as rights. 
Their responsibili ties include preparing rhem
selves for the test, following the directions of 
rhe test administrator. representing rhem
sclvcs h~nesdy on the rest, and informing 
appropriate persons if they believe the 1csr 
results do not adequately rc:0cct them. ln 
group testing sirua1,ons, test takers arc cxp~t
ed nor to interfere wich the performance of 
other test takers. 

Test validity rests on the assumption 
that a test taker has earned fairly a panicu
lar sc:ore or pass/fail decision. Any fo rm of 
cheating, or ocher behavior char reduces che 
fajrness and validicy of a rest, 1s irrcsponsi-
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ble, is unfair {O ocher test takers and rnay 
lead 10 sanctions. tr is unfair for a test taker 
to use aids rhac are prohibited. It is unfair 
for a test taker to arrange for someone else 
to cake the test in his/her place. The rest taker 
is obi igared co respect the copyrights of the 
cesr publisher or sponsor on all test materials. 
This means rhar che cest raker will noc repro
duce che items wi thout auchorizacion nor 
di,sseminace, in any fo rm, material that is 
clearly analogous to the reproduction of the 
items. Test takers, as well as test adm1n1stra
rors, have che responsibility not co compro
mise securiry by divulging any details of the 
test items co ochers nor may they requcsr 
such details fro m o thers. Failure co honor 
these responsibilities may compromise the 
validity of cesr score interprerarions for 
themselves ~nd for ochers. 

Sometimes, resting programs use special 
scores, statistical indicators, and ocher 
indirect informat ion about irregularities in 
testing co help ensure that the test scores 
arc: obtained fairly. Unusual patterns of 
responses, large: changes in test scores upon 
retesting, speed of responding; and similar 
indicacors may crigger careful scrutiny of 
certain testing protocols. The details of 
these procedures are generally kep t secure 
co avoid compromising their use. Howevet, 
ccsr takers can be made aware that in special 
circumstances, such as response or cest score 
anomalies, their test responses may gee 
special scrucrny. If evidence of impropriety 
or fraud so warrants, the tc:st taker's score 
may be canceled, or other action taken. 

Because chese Standardi are directed 
to rest providers, and not w tesr takers, 
standards abour test-takn responsibilities 
are phrased in ccrms of providing informa
rion co res, takers abouc cheir c,ghcs a.nd 
responsibilit ies. Providing this information 
is the joint responsibility of the test devel
oper, the test administrator, the test proctor, 
if any, a.nd the tes.t user and may be :ippor
rioned according to particular circumsta_nces. 
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Standard 8.1 
Any informat ion about test content and 
purposes that is ava ilable to any test taker 
prior to testing should be availab le co all 
test t akers. Important infocmation should 
be avai lable free of charge and in accessi
ble formats. 

Comment: The intent of this Slandard is 
equal treatment for al) . Important ,nforma
rion would include rhac necessary for test

ing, s.ucb as when and where the tes t 1s 
given, what macetial should be broughr, 
the purpose of che rest, and so forch. More 
detailed informarion, such as prac~ice mate

rials, is sometimes offeced for a fee . Such 
offerings should be made to all me takers. 

Standard 8.2 
Where appropriate, test takers should be 
provided, in advance, as much information 
about the test, the testing process, the 
intended test use, test scoring criteria, 
testing policy, and confidential icy ptotec
tion as is consistent with obtaining valid 
responses. 

Comment; Where appropriate, tesc take rs 
should be informed, possibly by a cesc bul
letin or similar procedure. about rest con
tent, including subj~ct a rea, rnpics covered, 
and item fo rmats. T hey should be informed 
about rhe advisabilicy of omrcr,ng re.<ponses. 
They should be o.wue of any imposed cime 
limits, so that chey can manage thc.ir time 
appropriately. General advice should be 
given about test-caking strategy. In computer 
admi nistratio ns, they should be cold 
about any provisions for review of items 
they have previously answered or omitted. 
Test rakers should u ndersrand the inre.nded 
iue of rest scores and the confidentiality of 
test re&ulcs. They should be advised wherber 
they will have access to the ir resul rs . They 
should be informed abouc rhe policy <;o n-
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cerning r.iking the resr again and abour 
the possibility that some test protocols 
may receive special scrutiny for security 
reasons. Tesr taker~ should be informed 
about the consequences of misconduct or 
improper behavior, such as chearing, that 
could result in rheir being prohlbircd from 
completing th_e tesr, receiving tes t scores, 
or other sanctions. 

Standard 8.3 
When the test taker is offered a choice of 
test format, information about the charac
teristics of each format should be provided. 

Comment: Test rakers sometimes have co 
choose between a paper-and-pencil 2dmi
nistra1ion and a computer-administered 
test, which may be adaptive. Some tests 
are offered 1n several different languages. 
Sometimes an alternative assessment is 
offered JO lieu of the ordinary tesr. Test 
takers need ro know the characteristics of 
each alrernative so thar rhey can make an 
informed choice. 

Standard 8.4 
Informed consent should be obtained from 
test takers, or their legal representatives 
when appropriate, before testing is done 
except (a) when testing without consent 
is mandated by Jaw or governmental regu
lation, (b) when testing is conducted as 
a regular part of school activities, or (c) 
when consent is clearly implied. 

Comment: Informed consent implies that 
che tesc takers or rcpresentacives are made 
aware, in language rhar they can under
stand, of the reasons for testing, rhe rype 
of cescs to be used, chc incended use, and 
rhe range of material consequences of 
the incended use. lf wrirccn, video, or 
audio records are made of me testing ses
sion, or orher records are kept, rest cakers 

ace en tided to know wh.1: testing informa
tion will be released and co whom. Conse.nt 
is not required when testing is legally man
dated, such as a court-ordered psychological 
~essment, but there may be legal require
ments for providing information. When 
resting is required for employment or for 
educational admissions, applicants, by 
applying, have implicitly given consent to 
che tesring. Nevertheless, test cakers and/ 
or their legal representatives should be 
given appropriate information about a rest 
when it is in their interest robe informed. 
Young rest takers should receive an explana
tion of the reasons for resting. Even a d1ild 
as young as rwo or rhrce, as wctl as older 
test take ts of limited cognitive abil ity, can 
understand a simple cxplanacion as co why 
rhey are being rested (such as, • I'm going 
to ask you co try co do some things so 
that I can sec what you know how ro do 
a.nd what things you could use some more 
help with"). 

Standard 8.5 
Test results identified by the ·names of 
individual test takers, or by other perso
nally identifying information, sbould be 
released only t o persons with a legitimate, 
professional in terest in the test taker or 
who are covered by the informed consent 
of the test taker or a legal representative, 
unless o therwise required by law. 

Comment: Scores of individu:ils identified 
by name, or by some ocher means by which 
a person can be readily identified, such as 
social securiry number, should be kepr con
fidencial. In some situarions, information 
may be provided on a confidential basis to 
other practitioners with a legitimate interest 
in the parcicular case, consistent with ,legal 
and ethical considerations. Information 
may be provided to researchers if a test 
taker's anonymfry is maintained and the 
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mrended use is cons1srent with accepted 
research practice and is not inconsistent 
wirh the conditions of the tesr taker's 
informed consent. 

Standard 8.6 
Test data maintained in data files should 
be adequately protected &om improper 
disclosure. Use of facsimile transmission, 
computer networks, data banks, and other 
electronic data processing or transmittal 
systems should be restticted to situa
tions in wh ich confidentiality can be 
reasonably assured. 

Comment: When facsimt!e or computer 
communication is used to transmit a 1esc 
protocol co anocher site for scoring. or if 
scores are similarly transmitted, special pro
visions should be made to keep the infor
mation confidential. See Standard 5.13. 

Standard 8. 7 
Test takers should be made aware that 
having someone else take the rest for 
them, disclosing confidential test materi
al, or any other form of cheating is inap
propriate and that such behavior may 
_result in sanctions. 

Comment; Although the standards cannot 
regulate the behavior of test cake rs, test 
takers should be made aware of their per
sonal and legal responsibilities. Arranging 
fot someone else co impersonate the nom
inal test taker consti tutes fraud. Disclosure 
of confidencial tes ting material for the pur
pose of giving other rcsr takers pre-knowl
edge is unfair and may consticute copyright 
infringement, In liccnsurc and ccrcificacion 
tests, such actions may compromise public 
health and safecy. The validity of test score 
inrerprerarions i,s compromised by inappro
priate test disclosure. 
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Standard 8.8 
When score reporting includes assigning 
individuals to categories, the categories 
should be chosen carefully and described 
precisely. The least scigmatii;ing labels, 
consis tent with accurate represenrntion, 
should always be assigned, 

Comment: When labels are associated with 
cest results, care should be taken to be pre
cise in the meanings associa red wirh the 
labels and co avoid unnecessarily stigmatiz
ing consequences associated wirh a labeL 
For e>rn.mple, in an assessmenr designed co 
aid in determining whccher an individual is 
competem co stand uial, the label ~incom
pecent" is appropriate fo r individuals who 
perform poorly on che assessmenr. However, 
in a tesr of basic Ureracy skil ls, iris more 
appropriate to use a label such as "noi pco
licienr" rather than " incompc1enr," because 
rhe larrer term has a more global and 
derogarory meaning. 

Standard 8.9 
When test scores are used to make deci
sions about a test taker or to make recom
mendations to a test taker or a third party, 
the ten taker or the legal representative is 
entitled to obtain a copy of any report of 
test scores or test interpretation, unless 
that right has been waived or is prohibited 
by law or court order. 

Comment: In some cases a cesc taker may be 
adequately informed when the test repon is 
given to an appropriate third parry (1reacing 
psychologist or psychiacrisc) who can inter
pret che findings to the resr taker, In profes
sional applications of i ndiv1dualized res ring, 
when the ccsr raker is given a copy of the 
rest reporc, the examiner oc a knowledgeable 
third parry should be available to interpret 
it, even if ic is clearly written, a.s the test 
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take.r may misunde.rsrand or raise quescions
not specifically answered ir\ the. report. In 
employmen1 testing si tuations, where test 
results arc used solely for the purpose of 
aiding selection decisions, waivers of access 
are often a condition of employment, 
although access to test information may 
often be appropriately required in ocher 
circumsraaces. 

Standard 8.10 
in educati-0nal testing p rograms and in 
licensing and certificat ion applications, 
when an individual score report is expected 
to be delayed beyond a brief investigative 
period, because of possible irregularities 
such as suspected misconduct, the test 
taker should be notified, the reason given, 
and reasonable efforts made to expedite 
review -and to protect the interests of the 
test taker. 'The test taker should be noti 
fied of t he disposition, when the investi

gation is~ closed. 

Standard 8.11 
In educational testing programs and in 
licensing and cert ification applicat ions, 
when it is deemed neces$ary to can cel or 
withhold a test taker's score because of pos-
11i ble testing irregula(ities, including sus
pected misconduct, the type of evidence 
and p rocedures to be used to investigate 
the irregularity should be ex.plained to all 
test takers wliose scores are directly affected 
by the decision. Test t.akers should be given 
a timely opportunlty to provide evidence 
that the score should not be canceled or 
withheld. Evidence considered in deciding 
upon the final action should be made avail
able ro the test taker on request. 

Comment: Any focm of cheating or behavior 
chat reduces rhe validicy and fairness of cesc 
results should be investigated promptly, and 

appropriate action taken. Withholding or 
canceling a tesc score may arise because of 
suspected misconduct by che cesc taker, or 
because of some anomaly involving ochecs, 
such as rheft, or administrative mishap. An 
avenue: of appeal should be available and 
made known to candidates whose scores 
may be amended or withheld. Some testing 
organi?.arions offer rhc option of a prompt 
and free retest or arbitration of disputes. 

Standard 8.12 
In educational testing p rograms and in 
licensing and certification applications, 
when testing irregularities are suspected, 
reasonably available information bearing 
directly on the assessment should be con
sidered, consistent with the need ro pro
tect t he privacy of test takers. 

Comment: Unlc:ss allegarions of misconduct 
are made by associates of the test taker, the 
informarion to be collected would ordinari
ly be limited co chat obtainable without 
invading the privacy of the test taker Or 

his/her associates. 

Standard 8.13 
In educational testing programs and in 
licensing and certification applicat ions, 
test takers are entitled to fuir considera
tion and reasonable process, as appropriate: 
to the particular circumstances, io resolv
ing disputes 2bout testing. Test takets ace 
entitled to be informed of any a-va.ifable 
means of recourse. 

Comment: When a resr taker's score may 
be questioned and may be invalidated, or 
when a test £a.leer seeks a review or revision 
of his/her score or sornc orhcr aspect of the 
testing, scoring, or reporting process, the 
test raker is entitled to some ordedy process 
for effective input Joto or review of the 
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decision making of the tesr adminisrrator or 
test user. Depending upon the m~nirudc of 
the consequences associated with the resr, 
this can range from an internal review of all 
relevant dara by a tesr administrator, to an 
informal conversation with an examinee, co 
a full adminiStrative hearing. The greater 
the consequences, the greater che exrenr of 
procedural protecrions chat should be made 
available. Test takers should also be made 
aware of procedures for recourse, fees, 
Cl{pected time for resolurion, and any possi
ble con.sequences for the resr raker. Some 
testing programs advise that the rest taker 
may be represented by an atrorney, although 
possibly at the rest raker's expense. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC.,  
and NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION, INC., 
 
   Plaintiffs, 
 
v. 
 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORG, INC., 
 
   Defendant.  

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

  
 
 
 
Civil Action No. 1:14-cv-00857-TSC-DAR
  
DECLARATION OF KURT F. 
GEISINGER IN SUPPORT OF   
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND ENTRY 
OF A PERMANENT INJUNCTION 
 
 

I, KURT F. GEISINGER, declare: 

1. I am currently Director of the Buros Center on Testing and W. C. Meierhenry 

Distinguished University Professor at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln.  I submit this 

Declaration in support of the motion of the American Educational Research Association, Inc. 

(“AERA”), the American Psychological Association, Inc. (“APA”), and the National Council on 

Measurement in Education, Inc. (“NCME”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs” or “Sponsoring 

Organizations”) for summary judgment and the entry of a permanent injunction. 

2. My curriculum vitae is attached to this Declaration as Exhibit 1. 

3. I received my doctoral degree in Educational Psychology in 1977 from the 

Pennsylvania State University, after previously receiving my masters’ degree in Psychology at 

the University of Georgia and my bachelor’s degree from Davidson College (with honors).  I 

also studied German, Psychology and other topics as an undergraduate at the Phillips Universität 

in Marburg, Germany and at Harvard University when I attended the Institute for Educational 

Management in 1995. 
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4. From 2001 to 2006, I served as the Vice President of Academic Affairs and 

Professor of Psychology at the University of St. Thomas in Houston, Texas, where I was 

responsible for four academic schools, approximately 200 faculty members, and over 4,000 

students.  From 1997 to 2001, I served as Academic Vice President and Professor of Psychology 

at Le Moyne College.  From 1992 to 1997 I served as Dean of the College of Arts and Sciences 

and Professor of Psychology at the State University of New York at Oswego.  And, from 1977-

1992 I served as a Professor of Psychology at Fordham University in New York City, where I 

served as department chair for the Department of Psychology and director of the Doctoral 

program in Psychometrics. 

5. Over the past forty years, I have researched, studied, and taught psychometrics 

(psychometrics is the quantitative study of tests and measures in terms of the value, usefulness, 

and interpretation of the results of such measures).  I also am a fellow, diplomate, and member of 

numerous professional societies involving educational and psychological testing, such as the 

APA (fellow), the American Association for Assessment Psychology (diplomate), the AERA 

(fellow), and the NCME, as well as other professional associations.  I have represented the APA 

by serving on and chairing the Joint Committee on Testing Practices (which is separate from the 

APA committee responsible for the 1999 Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing) 

and have served on the APA’s Committee on Psychological Testing and Assessment.  In 2010, I 

was elected to serve two terms (2006-2008 and 2009-2011) as the representative on the Council 

of Representatives for the APA’s Division of Evaluation, Measurement and Statistics.  My 

second term was cut short by one year when I was elected to serve as a member-at-large on the 

APA’s Board of Directors in 2010, a position I held for a three-year term (2011-2013). 
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6. I have authored numerous publications about psychological and educational 

testing.  I have worked at the Educational Testing Service (“ETS”), chaired its Technical 

Advisory Committee for the Graduate Record Examination (“GRE”), served on the Board of 

Directors for the GRE (a Board that I also chaired), and have been a member of the College 

Board, (formerly known as the College Entrance Examination Board) for which I served (2000-

2002) on its SAT Committee.  I recently concluded a four-year term (2011-2014) on the 

Advisory Research Committee for the College Board, serving the last two years as its chair.  I 

currently serve on the Technical Advisory Committee for the Educational Records Bureau1 and 

on Saudi Arabia’s International Advisory Board for its National Center for Assessment and 

Evaluation.   

7. In 2010, I was elected to the Council (i.e., Board of Directors) for the 

International Test Commission—the primary international testing body.  In 2012, I was also 

elected as its Treasurer and to serve on its Executive Council.  I am the only American who 

serves on its Executive Council. 

8. I was asked to review and share my comments’ chapters of the 1999 Standards 

for Educational and Psychological Testing, published jointly by the AERA, the APA, and the 

NCME (the “1999 Standards”).  The Standards2 embody the professionally accepted practices 

for testing and measurement.  One of the chapters I reviewed was based upon the testing of 

individuals with disabilities, an area in which I have engaged in research and have served as an 

expert witness in federal courts as well as state courts in New York, New Jersey, and California.  

                                                           
1 The Educational Record Bureau specializes in the development and use of tests and testing 
products for private and independent educational institutions at the p-12 levels. 
2 I use the term “Standards” to refer to the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 
as a whole, not a specific version of the Standards, i.e. 1999 or 2014 
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The other chapter related to the rights and responsibilities of test takers.  See Exh. 1.  I note that 

the Standards were revised again in 2014. 

9. In addition to my 130 plus journal articles and book chapters, I have written, 

edited, or co-edited approximately 15 books and monographs.  The vast majority of these 

publications deal with testing and measurement issues.  For example, I have edited two books on 

the psychological testing of Hispanics and another I co-edited related to fairness in testing.  I 

have also co-edited several books of reviews of published tests and measures.  I was also Editor-

in-Chief for the three-volume Handbook of Testing and Assessment in Psychology (published by 

the APA in 2013) and have been editor of the journal Applied Measurement in Education for the 

past 9 plus years.  Taylor & Francis, in conjunction with the Buros Center for Testing publishes 

this journal. 

10. I also co-chaired a sub-committee of the APA’s Joint Committee on Testing 

Practices and the overall committee itself that developed a document on the rights and 

responsibilities of test takers (1993-2001).  This document has been endorsed by a number of 

professional associations related to proper test use, including the APA, the National Association 

of School Psychologists, the American Counseling Association, and the NCME.  While chairing 

the Joint Committee on Testing Practices, the committee developed a book entitled Assessing 

Individuals with Disabilities, in which I wrote a chapter.  I also served on a task force charged to 

illuminate issues related to the testing of individuals with disabilities as well as ethnic minorities. 

The task force wrote and edited a book entitled Test Interpretation and Diversity:  Achieving 

Equity in Assessment, which was published by the APA’s publication unit in 1997.  I had three 

chapters in that volume. 
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11. I additionally served on an APA task force (2007-2010) that considered the 

assessment and intervention of individuals with disabilities.  The results of our work, Guidelines 

for the “Assessment of and Intervention with Individuals with Disabilities,” was published in the 

American Psychologist, the premier publication of the APA (Geisinger et al., 2012) and endorsed 

as the policy of the APA by its governance.  A reference for the American Psychologist article 

may be found on my curriculum vitae, which is attached as Exhibit 1. 

12. In the past two years (2014-2015), I have served on two task forces related to the 

use of measures in clinical psychology.  One of these has written a policy, recently accepted by 

the APA’s Board of Directors, that differentiates the use of tests and other measures, for 

screening and assessment, two highly related types of testing, but which differ in specificity and 

focus.  Tests are usually standardized measures that are given to a number of people for a 

specific purpose.  A bar examination would be an example of a test.  Measures are other 

variables yielding typically quantitative values that are used to evaluate a person and include 

tests.  A bathroom scale results in a measure (weight), but would not normally be considered as a 

test. 

13. During 2013-2014, I served on a committee of the Institute of Medicine (a 

component of the National Academy of Sciences) that evaluated the use of psychological and 

clinical neuropsychological measures by the Social Security Administration in determining 

disability status.  The final report, entitled Psychological Testing in the Service of Disability 

Determination, has been published by the National Academy of Sciences and is also available 

from the Institute of Medicine’s website. 

14. For approximately four years (2008-2012), I jointly represented three professional 

associations (the AERA, the APA, and the NCME) in developing the International Standards 
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Organization’s (“ISO”) first standard on psychological testing.  The results of the work of the 

committee that engaged in this activity was ISO Standard 10677.  The standard is divided into 

two parts.  The first establishes requirements and guidance for a client working with a service 

provider to carry out the assessment of an individual, a group, or an organization for work-

related purposes.  ISO 10667-1:2011 enables the client to base its decisions on sound assessment 

results.  ISO 10667-1:2011 also specifies the responsibilities of a service provider in terms of the 

assessment methods and procedures that can be carried out for various work-related purposes 

made by or affecting individuals, groups or organizations. 

15. I also built or helped to build a number of testing measures.  Specifically, I served 

as the primary consultant on a number of civil service examinations given in New York City for 

police officers, sergeants, lieutenants, and captains, fire fighters, fire lieutenants, fire captains, 

sanitation supervisors, and a variety of other civil service occupations over a period of at least a 

decade ending in 1992.  I sometimes defended these measures in court.  I also represented the 

Public Service Alliance of Canada against the Public Service of Canada in two cases related to 

their national testing efforts and assisted Disability Rights Advocates with regard to several 

testing disputes concerning individuals with disabilities.  See Exh. 1. 

16. In recent years, my primary efforts have been to assure testing fairness for those 

with disabilities, language minorities, and ethnic minorities. 

17. I first learned about the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 

while I was in my first or second year of graduate school.  They are widely discussed in classes 

on testing and testing practice and treated with great respect.  Some graduate programs and 

courses require that students purchase the Standards as part of their coursework and education.  

In teaching graduate classes on topics related to testing and associated with the Standards, I often 
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refer to them, building the thoughts and approaches described in the Standards, as well as 

specific standards, into my lectures and classes.  I expect students to purchase and read the 

Standards in a number of the classes I taught.  When writing chapters and articles on such topics 

as test validity, test reliability, and test fairness—all topics I have discussed in writing—I 

frequently refer to the Standards to check my use of language, my interpretations, and to check 

that I am not omitting a topic of importance relevant to the specific publication.  Also, when 

building tests, such as the Police and Fire Department Civil Service tests I helped construct for 

the City of New York, or when serving on technical advisory committees for the well-known 

SAT and GRE committees and boards, I refer to the Standards frequently.  Usually, in meetings I 

attempt to express what I believed to be best practices, and then would “back up” my beliefs with 

quotes from the specific and relevant standards.  Perhaps my greatest use of the Standards has 

occurred in my legal defense of specific tests or in my critique of particular uses of some tests, 

both of which I have engaged in during my career as an expert witness.   

18. The ultimate advantages of the Standards in my opinion are that they are written 

and edited by first-rate professionals covering a number of the representative fields in which 

testing and assessment are primarily employed, they are thoroughly and publicly vetted by other 

professionals, and they are openly discussed during the revision process at many professional 

conferences.  The resultant document becomes a living document of best practices.  That the 

members of the committee drafting the Standards are generally extremely highly respected 

professionals in the field of testing and testing practice also provides the Standards great 

credibility.  Given my experience over the last 10 years as Director of the Buros Center for 

Testing, thought of by many as the Consumer Reports of the testing industry, and my service as 

the co-editor of the Mental Measurements Yearbooks, where commercially available tests are 
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evaluated, I can state categorically that the Standards serve as the primary basis for all test 

evaluations.  The other editors of these Yearbooks and I refer to the Standards with great 

frequency to determine and assure ourselves that the comments made by reviewers are consistent 

with the Standards and that the reviews themselves are based upon principles supported by, and 

coherent with, the Standards. The Standards originally were created as principles and guidelines 

– a set of best practices to improve professional practice in testing and assessment across 

multiple settings, including education and various areas of psychology.  The Standards can and 

should be used as a recommended course of action in the sound and ethical development and use 

of tests, and also to evaluate the quality of tests and testing practices.  Additionally, an essential 

component of responsible professional practice is maintaining technical competence.  Many 

professional associations also have developed standards and principles of technical practice in 

assessment.  The Sponsoring Organizations’ Standards have been and still are used for this 

purpose. 

19. The Standards, however, are not simply intended for members of the Sponsoring 

Organizations: AERA, APA, and NCME.  The intended audience of the Standards is broad and 

cuts across audiences with varying backgrounds and different training.  For example, the 

Standards also are intended to guide test developers, sponsors, publishers, and users by providing 

criteria for the evaluation of tests, testing practices, and the effects of test use.  Test user-oriented 

standards refer to those standards that help test users decide how to choose certain tests, interpret 

scores, or make decisions based on test results.  Test users include clinical or industrial 

psychologists, research directors, school psychologists, counselors, employment supervisors, 

teachers, and various administrators who select or interpret tests for their organizations.  There is 

no mechanism, however, to enforce compliance with the Standards on the part of the test 

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 60-88   Filed 12/21/15   Page 8 of 48

JA2703

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 399 of 517



-9- 
 

developer or test user.  The Standards, moreover, do not attempt to provide psychometric 

answers to policy or legal questions.  They do not themselves set requirements, but serve to 

distribute best practices and procedures. 

20. The Standards apply broadly to a wide range of standardized instruments and 

procedures that sample an individual’s behavior, including tests, assessments, inventories, scales, 

and other testing vehicles.  The Standards apply equally to standardized multiple-choice tests, 

performance assessments (including tests comprised of only open-ended essays), and hands-on 

assessments or simulations.  The main exceptions are that the Standards do not apply to 

unstandardized questionnaires (e.g., unstructured behavioral checklists or observational forms), 

teacher-made tests, and subjective decision processes (e.g., a teacher’s evaluation of students’ 

classroom participation over the course of a semester). 

21. The Standards have been used to develop testing guidelines for such activities as 

college admissions, personnel selection, test translations, test user qualifications, and computer-

based testing.  The Standards also have been widely cited to address technical, professional, and 

operational norms for all forms of assessments that are professionally developed and used in a 

variety of settings.  The Standards additionally provide a valuable public service to state and 

federal governments as they voluntarily choose to use them.  For instance, each testing company, 

when submitting proposals for testing administration, instead of relying on a patchwork of local, 

or even individual and proprietary, testing design and implementation criteria, may rely instead 

on the Sponsoring Organizations’ Standards to afford the best guidance for testing and 

assessment practices. 

22. The Sponsoring Organizations do not keep any of the revenues generated from the 

sales of the Standards.  Rather, the income from these sales is used by the Sponsoring 
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Organizations to offset their development and production costs and to generate funds for 

subsequent revisions.  This strategy allows the Sponsoring Organizations to develop up-to-date, 

high quality Standards that otherwise would not be developed due to the time and effort that goes 

into producing them. 

23. Without the sales revenue from prior Standards versions (because – if Public 

Resource succeeds in this litigation – this publication will be made freely available online), it is 

extremely unlikely that future updates to the Standards will be undertaken.  This well-informed 

opinion is made because NCME is too small an organization to financially support periodic 

updates of the Standards, AERA does not have the budget for it, and an insufficient number of 

psychometricians are members of APA for it to justify the ongoing expenditures.  Charging extra 

membership fees to fund ongoing updates to the Standards would never happen, because the 

governing bodies of AERA, APA and NCME would not vote for it.  If these Sponsoring 

Organizations ceased updating the Standards, it is unlikely that other organizations would step in 

and continue the effort.  Moreover, there are no other organizations with the expertise in their 

memberships to populate such a committee or task force. 

24. There simply is no way for Plaintiffs to calculate with any degree of certainty the 

number of university/college professors, students, testing companies and others who would have 

purchased Plaintiffs’ Standards but for their wholesale posting on Defendant’s 

https://law.resource.org website and the Internet Archive http://archive.org website. 

25. In Fiscal Year (“FY”) 2011 to FY 2012, as compared to FY 2011, the Sponsoring 

Organizations experienced a 34% drop in sales of the 1999 Standards.  In FY 2013, sales of the 

1999 Standards remained at their low level from the prior fiscal year (See F. Levine Declaration, 

¶ 18, Exh. OOO).  For a publication with the longevity of the 1999 Standards, one otherwise 
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would expect to see a gradual decline in sales year-over-year; not the precipitous drop in sales 

experienced by the 1999 Standards in 2012 and 2013 - even considering that updated Standards 

were published in 2014.  It is also clear that this drop did not occur due to the expected 

publication of the 2014 Standards, because they were actually due to be published more than a 

year earlier.  Thus, one would have expected such a drop to occur perhaps in 2010 or 2011. 

26. Past harm from Public Resource’s infringing activities includes misuse of 

Plaintiffs’ intellectual property without permission, lost sales that cannot be totally accounted for 

– due to potentially infinite Internet distribution, especially by psychometrics students, and lack 

of funding that otherwise would have been available for the update of the Sponsoring 

Organizations’ Standards from the 1999 to the 2014 versions. 

27. Should Public Resource’s infringement be allowed to continue, the harm to the 

Sponsoring Organizations, and public at large who rely on the preparation and administration of 

valid, fair and reliable tests, includes: (i) uncontrolled publication of the 1999 Standards without 

any notice that those guidelines have been replaced by the 2014 Standards; (ii) future 

unquantifiable loss of revenue from sales of authorized copies of the 1999 Standards (with 

proper notice that they are no longer the current version) and the 2014 Standards; and (iii) lack of 

funding for future revisions of the 2014 Standards and beyond. 

28. The harm caused to the public by publication of out-of-date Standards (not 

labeled as such) will be significant, because the testing and assessment fields are constantly 

changing, given updates in testing technology and ever-evolving collective thought on the 

validity, reliability and fairness of tests.  Members of the public who would be harmed by 

discontinued updates of the Standards include psychometrics professors, students and 

professionals, as well as test developers, administrators and takers. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

 
Updated 12/1/2014 

CURRICULUM VITAE 
 

Kurt F. Geisinger, Ph.D. 
 
 
Current Position:   Director, Buros Center for Testing 
     W. C. Meierhenry Distinguished University Professor 
    The University of Nebraska-Lincoln 
 
 
Office Address and Telephone     Home Address and Telephone 
21 Teachers College Hall      6300 Rainier Court 
Buros Center for Testing      Lincoln, NE  68510-5050 
The University of Nebraska-Lincoln                   Telephone: 402/327-0205 
Lincoln, NE  68588          E-Mail:  Kurtgeis1@aol.com 
Telephone:  402/472-3280       
FAX:  402/472-6207 
E-Mail:  kgeisinger2@unl.edu 
  
 
 

EDUCATION 
 
 A.B. with Honors, Davidson College 
 M.S., The University of Georgia 
 Ph.D., The Pennsylvania State University 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITIES 
 

2006 to the present Director, Buros Center for Testing, University of Nebraska-Lincoln.  Direct the 
Buros Institute for Mental Measurments.  Supervise director of the Buros Institute for 
Assessment Consultation and Outreach.  Provide consultation on assessment issues to 
clients.  Editorial and executive leadership to the Mental Measurements Yearbooks, 
Tests in Print, and the journal, Applied Measurement in Education, which I edit.  
Serve as Interim Director of the Buros Institute for Assessment Consultation and 
Outreach effective 9/15/2007. Tenured, chaired professor. 

 
2001 to 2006             Vice President for Academic Affairs, University of St. Thomas, Houston 

Responsible for programs encompassing over 125 full-time faculty members and 
approximately 5,000 students.  Lead deans of Schools of Arts & Science, Business, 
Education, Theology, and Graduate Program in Liberal Arts as well as libraries and 
advisement.    Responsible for personnel, student, and budget issues.  Lead the college in 
the absence of the President.  Tenured full professor. 

 
1997 to 2001     Academic Vice President, Le Moyne College.    

Responsible for college of over 120 full-time faculty members and approximately 3,000 
students.  Lead deans, academic departments, library, admissions, financial aid, registrar, 
academic support center, and continuing education office.  Specific personal 
responsibility for running graduate programs in Business (MBA) and Education (M.Ed.).  
Responsible for personnel, student, enrollment and budget issues.  Lead the college in the 
absence of the President.  Tenured full professor. 
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1992 to 1997  Dean of Arts and Sciences, State University of New York, College at Oswego.  
Lead 19 academic departments, Biological Field Station, Environmental Research Center, 
Art Gallery, approximately 20 librarians, Office of Learning Support Services, consisting 
of over 230 faculty members and 4900 students.  Responsible for personnel, student and 
budget issues.   Tenured full professor. 

 
1985 to 1991  Chairperson of the Department of Psychology, Fordham University.  Administered 
   department of 18 full-time faculty members with at least 5 additional FTEs and 

approximately 180 full- and part-time graduate students, 5 doctoral program, and 70 
undergraduate majors.  Coordinated extensive faculty evaluation and hiring efforts.  

 
1979 to 1985  Director of Doctoral Program in Psychometrics, Department of Psychology, 
   Fordham University.  Administered doctoral program for approximately 25 graduate 
   students. Wrote descriptions of the program, developed a formal curriculum, 
   coordinated curriculum and course offerings, developed Ph.D. Comprehensive 
   Examinations, advised program students.  Coordinated hiring of program faculty. 
 
 
 

AWARDS, RECOGNITIONS, AND HONORARY OFFICES 
 
American Board of Assessment Psychology, Diplomate (1994) 
Recipient of the Jacob Cohen Award for Distinguished Teaching and Mentoring, American Psychological 
Association, 2008 
Recipient of the President’s Award for Scholarly and Creative Activity, SUNY-Oswego, 1995 
Recipient of the 1997 Leo D. Doherty Award by the Northeastern Educational Research Association for leadership 

in educational research 
Recipient of the 2002 Thomas J. Donlon Award by the Northeastern Educational Research Association for 

distinguished mentoring 
Biographee in Who’s Who in the East (23rd ed., 24th ed., 25th ed., 26th ed., 27th ed., 28th ed.), Who’s Who in America 

(48th ed., 49th ed., 50th ed., 54th ed., 55th ed., 56th ed., 57th ed.)  ,Who’s Who in American Education (4th ed., 
5th ed.),  Who’s Who in the World (20th ed.), Who’s Who in Medicine and Healthcare (3rd ed.), Who’s Who 
in Emerging Leaders in America (4th ed.), Who’s Who in Science and Technology 

Psi Chi (National Psychology Honor Society) 
Sigma Xi (National Scientific Research Society) 
Northeastern Educational Research Association, President for term 1987-1988    
 (President-elect, 1986-87); (Past President, 1988-89) 
Northeastern Educational Research Association, Program Committee, 1978 - present (Co-Chair, 1985) 
Northeastern Educational Research Association, Member, Board of Directors for term 1984-87 
Phi Kappa Phi (National Academic Honor Society) 
President, Fordham University Chapter, Phi Kappa Phi, 1985-86 
President-Elect and Acting President, Fordham University Chapter, Phi Kappa Phi 1984-85 
Treasurer (1983-86) and Secretary (1983-84), Fordham University Chapter, Phi Kappa Phi 
Selected as an Outstanding Young Man of America, 1982 
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FACULTY EXPERIENCE 
 
Faculty Work and Employment 
 
2006-present W. C. Meierhenry Distinguished University Professor, Department of Educational 

Psychology, University of Nebraska-Lincoln.  Teach one advanced doctoral seminar 
per semester and run Buros Center for Testing and the Buros Institute for Mental 
Measurements.  Beginning in October 2007, directing the Buros Institute for Assessment 
Consultation and Outreach on an interim basis.  Serve on departmental and university 
committees. 

 
1989 to 1992  Professor of Psychology, Fordham University, (Tenured).   Chairperson, Graduate 

School of Arts and Sciences’ Long Term Planning Committee (1989-91); Member,  
University Research Council (1985-1991); Member, Graduate Studies Council (1984-
1991); Member, University Tenure Review Committee (1990-1993), Chair (1991-92). 
Served on various Departmental and University committees.  Served as survey and 
grading consultant to the College Dean.  Graduate courses taught included Statistics, 
Psychological Testing, Test Construction, Psychometrics, Survey and Interview 
Methodology, Differential Psychology, Personnel Selection, Program Evaluation, the 
Teaching of Psychology.  Undergraduate courses taught: Introductory Psychology, 
Statistics, Research Design, Psychological Testing, and Seminar on Personnel Decisions 
for Police.  Supervised 16 doctoral  dissertations (with one currently in progress).  Served 
on dissertation committees.   Supervised Masters’ research projects (have directed twelve 
studies).  Advised graduate and undergraduate students.  Coordinated faculty evaluation 
via student rating.   

 
1981 to 1989  Associate Professor of Psychology, Fordham University, (Tenured 6/83).  Essentially 

the same duties and responsibilities as above. On sabbatical, Spring Semester, 
   1986, at the Research Division, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ. 
 
1977 to 1981  Assistant Professor of Psychology, Fordham University.  Essentially the same job  
   activities as Professor above. 
 
1975 to 1976  Instructor, Departments of Educational Psychology and Psychology, The  
   Pennsylvania State University.  Taught graduate courses in Educational and 
   Psychological Testing. 
 
 
Externally Funded Research Activity 
 
2006-2013 As Director of Buros Center for Testing at the University of Nebraska, I have brought in 

approximately $350,000/year in contract research.  One example is listed below. 
 
2007-2008 Project Director.  Department of Education, State of Florida ($200,000).  Provide consultation to 

the State regarding its statewide testing program, its equating.  Discuss implications of testing 
program with legislators and senators as well as Department of Education commissioners and staff 
members. 

 
1993-94  Institutional Planning Team Member, American Council on Education/National Endowment 
  for the Humanities, Spreading the Word, a program to institute a Modern Languages across the 
  curriculum project at the State University of New York at Oswego. 
 
1988-92  Faculty Participant and Project Evaluator, Grant ($250,000) from the Fund for the 

Improvement of Post-Secondary Education (FIPSE) to develop a Master of Arts in Liberal 
Studies at Fordham University. 
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1990 to 1991 Project Director, Grant ($9,840) from the American Psychological Association Science 
  Directorate with matching grant ($6,560) from the Fordham University Sesquicentennial 
  Celebration to host a conference on the Psychological Testing of Hispanics, February 9, 1990, 
  New York City. 
 
1979 to 1980 Project Director, Grant ($50,000) from Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc. to study the effects of 
  test use in the school with special emphasis on their use with minority children. Anne Anastasi, 
  Principal Investigator. 
 
1978 to 1979 Research Associate, Grant ($75,000) from Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, Inc.  Same study as 
  above.  Anne Anastasi, Principal Investigator and Project Director. 
 
 

SERVICE ON NATIONAL COMMITTEES AND BOARDS 
 
American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association & National Council on 

Measurement in Education representative to the International Standards Commission’s Committee on 
International Testing Standards, 2007-2010 

American Psychological Association, Board of Directors, 2011-2013 
American Psychological Association, Council of Representatives member for Division 5 (2006-2010) 
American Psychological Association, Coalition of Academic, Scientific, and Applied Psychology, President-elect 

(2008), President (2009), Past President (2010) 
American Psychological Association, Committee on Psychological Tests and Assessments, 1998 to the 2000 
American Psychological Association, Committee on Psychological Tests and Assessments Task Force on Test 
 Interpretation for Diverse Groups, 1993 to the 1997  
American Psychological Association, Division 5 (Evaluation, Measurement & Statistics), Member, Membership 
 Committee (1988-1992), Chairperson (1991-92); Member, ad hoc Committee for the Disabled; Member, 

Public Policy Committee (1996-99), Chairperson (1997-98), Executive Committee Member (2006-2008) 
American Psychological Association, Division 15 (Educational Psychology), Member, Early Contributions 
 Committee (1990-1993) 
American Psychological Association, Office of Program Accreditation and Consultation, Site Visitor, 1987 to  
 2010 

 

The College Board, Research Advisory Committee, 2010-2012 (Chair 2012) 
The College Board, Middle States Regional Council, 1998-2000 
The College Board, Member, Editorial Board, The College Board Review, 2000-2006 
The College Board, Scholastic Assessment Test Committee, 2000-2003 
 
 
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Professionals, Commission on Standards and Performance Reporting,  
 Commissioner, 2012-2013 

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Professionals, Commission on Institutional Briefs, 
 Commissioner, 2013-present 

Council for the Accreditation of Educator Professionals, Research Committee, Member, 2013-present  
Council for the Accreditation of Educator Professionals, Commission on Standards and Performance Reporting,  
 Commissioner, 2012-2013 

Council of Graduate Schools, Committee on Masters’ Education at Predominantly Masters Institutions, 2002- 2006 

Council of Independent Colleges, Committee to Provide a Workshop for New Chief Academic Officers, 2002-2004, 
Chair (2003-2004) 

 
Educational Testing Service, Member, Panel convened to review test security procedures and processes (1994) 
 
Graduate Record Examination, Technical Advisory Committee, Member, 1995-2002; Chair 2000-2003 
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Graduate Record Examination, Board, ex officio, 2000-2003 
Graduate Record Examination, Board, 2003-2007 
Graduate Record Examination, Chair-elect, 2004-2005, Chair, 2005-2006, Past Chair, 2006-2007 
Graduate Record Examination, Research Committee, 2000-2007 

 

International Association of  Applied Psychology, Division 2 (Psychological Assessment and Evaluation), 
President-elect (2014-2018), President (2018-2022), Past President (2022-2026). 

International Test Commission, Council Member (2010-2012), Treasurer (2012-2014) 

Joint Committee on Testing Practices, American Psychological Association delegate and Co-Chair (1992-96) 
Joint Committee on Testing Practices, Member and Co-Chair, Understanding Testing Working Group, 1990-94  
 (American Psychological Association delegate to the committee) 
Joint Committee on Testing Practices, Member, Testing Individuals with Disabilities Working Group, 1996-2001 
Joint Committee on Testing Practices, Member and Co-Chair, Test Taker Rights Working Group, (1993-2001) 

National Council on Measurement in Education, Professional Training and Development Committee (1990-92), 
 Chairperson (1991-92) 
National Council on Measurement in Education, Member, Ad Hoc Committee to Develop a Code of Ethical 
 Standards Committee  (1992-94) 
National Council on Measurement in Education, Program Committee Co-Chair (1994) 

 

EDITORIAL WORK 

 
2011-2012  Special Issue Editor, International Journal of Testing (Volume 12, Issue 2) 

2006 to the present Editor, Applied Measurement in Education 

2001 to the present Consulting Editor, Practical Assessment, Research, and Evaluation 

2000 to the 2006  Consulting Editor, College Board Review 

2000 to the present Consulting Editor, International Journal of Testing 

1992 to 2000  Member, Editorial Board, Psychological Assessment 

1992 to the present Member, Editorial Board, Educational Research Quarterly 

1997 to the present Member, Editorial Board, ITEMS 

1991 to 1997  Member, Board of Cooperating Editors, Educational and Psychological Measurement 

1992 to 1995  Member, Advisory Board, Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice 

1988 to 1991  Co-Editor, The NERA Researcher (the quarterly newsletter of the Northeastern 
   Educational Research Association) 

1978 to 1983  Consulting Editor, Improving College and University Teaching 

1979 to 1984  Consulting Editor, Journal of Educational Research 

1988   Consultant, Psychology of Work Behavior (4th ed.), by F. J. Landy.  Homewood, IL: 
   Dorsey Press. 

1988   Consultant, Psychology (2nd ed.), by L. T. Benjamin, J. R. Hopkins, and J. R. Nation, 
   New York: Macmillan. 

1985   Consultant, Psychology: The Science of People (2nd ed.), by F. J. Landy.  Englewood 
   Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, Inc. 
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1983   Consultant and Critical Reader, Psychology: The Science of People, by F. J. Landy. 
   Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1984. 

1982   Editorial Consultant, Applied Psychology in Occupational Organizations, by L. R. 
   Aiken.  Reading, MA.: Addison-Wesley. 

1982   Editorial Consultant, The Handbook of Questionnaire Construction, by J. R. Jacoby.  
   New York: Academic Press, 1984. 

1982   Editorial Consultant, Principles and Techniques of Questionnaire Design, by F. J. 
   Kviz and W. L. Kreitman.  New York: Academic Press, 1984. 

1980   Reviewer, Applied Psychometrics, by R. L. Thorndike.  Boston: Houghton Mifflin 
   Company, 1982. 

1980   Critical Reader, Psychology, by C. Wortman and E. Loftus, New York: Random House, 
   1981. 

1980   Editorial Consultant, Psychology at Work: An Introduction to Industrial Psychology, 
   by J. P. Houston and L. M. Berry.  Boston: Addison-Wesley. 

1978   Critical Reader, Psychology Today: An Introduction, by J. Braun and D. E. Linder. 
   New York: Random House, 1979. 

 
MEMBERSHIPS IN PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATIONS 

 
American Association for Higher Education  
American Educational Research Association 
American Psychological Association (Divisions 2 [Teaching of Psychology], 5 [Measurement, Evaluation, 

Statistics and Assessment], 14 [Industrial/Organizational Psychology]and 15 [Educational 
Psychology); Fellow in Divisions 5, 15, and 52 

American Psychological Society, Charter Fellow 
College Board 
Council of Graduate Schools 
Eastern Psychological Association 
National Council on Measurement in Education 
Northeastern Educational Research Association 
Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research Association 
Society of Psychologists in Management 

 
 

SELECTED CONSULTING 
 
 
2008 Measured Progress.  Serve on a panel to consider the testing of students with 

disabilities. 
 
2008 The College Board.  Considered validation report of the new SAT. 
 
2007 W.W. Norton (Publishing house).  Served on a panel to make recommendations on 

improving undergraduate assessment. 
 
1995-2003 Educational Testing Service.  Served on and chaired (2000-2003) the Technical 

Advisory Committee for the GRE.  Served on other paid committees related to the SAT 
and the GRE. 

 
2001, 2002,  2005-6 Disability Rights Advocates.  Testified before a panel formed to recommend the  

flagging policies on the SAT and other College Board examinations to the College Board 
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and against the Association of American Medical Colleges in a case relating to the 
provision of accommodations to individuals with disabilities. 

 
2002-2003 U.S. Department of Justice.  Consider the validity of the Law School Admission Test 

for the Department of Justice and wrote reports regarding the same.  
 
1999 Steptoe & Johnson, LLP.  Provided a deposition and testimony for the United States 

District Court of Eastern Pennsylvania regarding the use of flagging for a professional 
school licensure test. 

 
1986 to the 2001  Fox and Fox, Counselors at Law, Newark, NJ.  Serve as an expert witness and 
   consultant in cases related to the title of Engineer, Department of Transportation, and 
   Fire Captain.  Consulted on other cases related to police and fire matters. 
 
1989 to  1995  Cornell University, New York State School of Industrial and Labor Relations. 

(New York City). Delivered lecture entitled “E.E.O. Selection” several times a year as 
part of their “Human Resources Programs: Professional Workshop Series in New York 
City.” 

 
1995 to 1998  American Board of Physical Therapists, Alexandria, VA.  Provide guidance with 

regard to the passing score for some certification examinations. 
 
Prior to 1995 
 
Prior to 1992, I was engaged in considerable consultation with a variety of states, municipalities, and unions.  This 
consultation generally concerned test development and often involved my leading major test construction projects in 
civil service, industrial, and educational testing.  I gained considerable understanding of the functioning of 
organizations in so doing. 
 
For approximately 10 years from the early 1980s through the 1990s, I was the primary consultant to New York City 
Department of Personnel building and defending in court Police Officer and Fire Fighter Examinations.  This 
involved examinations for the entry-level positions as well as all levels of promotion including for police service of 
Sergeant, Lieutenant, and Captain for the New York City Police Department, the Transit Police and the Housing 
Police.  It also included working with all ranks in the Fire Department, through Chief of the Department, as well as 
positions in Sanitation (entry-level and promotional), Social Services, Parks and Recreation, and Health Services.  I 
built the examination used for the hiring of Test and Measurement Specialists in the New York City. 
 
I served as an expert witness (working with the New York City Department of Law) in a number of cases 
defending New York City personnel examinations and in one case, against the examination for Parks and Recreation 
Worker.  I served as an expert witness and consultant to the Public Service Alliance of Canada, the union of 
federal employees in Canada, in cases against three tests, a Canadian Intelligence Test, a Canadian Customs Officer 
Supervisor Test, and a Office Manager Test. 
 
Together with Dr. Richard R. Reilly of Assessment Alternatives, I performed job analyses for the New Jersey Civil 
Service Commission of a number of police positions. 
 
While in graduate school at the Pennsylvania State University, for almost two years I directed a court-ordered study 
that ultimately brought women onto the police force in the City of Philadelphia.  Prior to and during this study, I 
went through various aspects of police training, worked closely with uniformed police representatives of the 
department, developed rating scales for the evaluation of police officers.  As stated above, this was a full-time 
position for approximately 1.5 years with Bartell Associates, of State College, Pennsylvania. 
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RESEARCH ACTIVITY AND PUBLICATIONS 
 
Articles for Journals 

 
Dahlman, K. A. & Geisinger, K. F. (2105, in press).  The Prevalence of Measurement in Undergraduate 

Psychology Curricula across the United States.  Scholarship of Teaching and Learning in Psychology. 
 
Lee, H. & Geisinger, K. F. (In press.) The Matching Criterion Purification for DIF Analyses in a Large-scale  
 Assessment.  Educational and Psychological Measurement. 
 
Brabeck, M. M., Dwyer, C. A., Geisinger, K. F., Marx, R. W., Noell, G. W., Pianta, R. C., Subotnick, R. F., &  

Worrell, F. C. (2015, in press).  Assessing the assessments of teacher preparation.  Theory into Practice, 
DOI: : 10.1080/00405841.2015.1036667 

 
Lee, H. & Geisinger, K.F.  (2014). The Effect of Propensity Scores on DIF Analysis: Inference on the Potential  
 Cause of DIF.  International Journal of Testing, 14, 313-338 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Established best practices.  NCME Newsletter, 22(4), p. 6. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2012). Worldwide test reviewing at the beginning of the twenty-first century.  International  
 Journal of Testing, 12, 103-107. 
 
Carlson, J. F. & Geisinger, K. F. (2012).  Test reviewing at the Buros Center for Testing.  International Journal  

of Testing, 12, 122-135. 
 
Geisinger, K. F., Kriegsman, K., Leigh, I. W., Manghi, E., Schultz, I.Z., Seekins, T., & Taliaferro, T.  
 (Authorship by this committee and listed in alphabetical order.) (2012).  Guidelines for assessment of and  
 intervention with persons with disabilities.  American Psychologist, 67, 43-62. 
 
Patel, N. P., Bussler, J. F., Geisinger, K. R., Geisinger, & Hill, I. D. (2011). Are Pathologists Accurately  
 Diagnosing Eosinophilic Esophagitis in Children? A 9Year Single Academic Institutional Experience With  
 Interobserver Observations.  International Journal of Surgical Pathology, 19, 290-296.   
 
Geisinger, K . F. (2010). Consequences and validity:  An uneasy relationship.  NCME Newsletter, 18 (1; March,  
 2010), 8-9. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. & McCormick, C. M. (20100.  Adopting Cut Scores:  Post-Standard-Setting Panel 
Considerations for Decision Makers.  Educational Measurement:  Issues and Practice, 29 (1; March, 2010), 38-
44.. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2010).  Report on the 7th Conference of the International Test Commission. International 
Psychology Bulletin, 2010, 14 (4), 48-49. 
 
A College Admissions Question:  What would we do if the SAT and ACT did not exist.  NCME newsletter, 17 
(2; June 2009), 4-6. 
 
Invited essay:  Some reflections on faculty evaluation.  Newsletter of the Society for Teaching of Psychology.  
(Spring, 2009).  4-5. 
 
Screening:  Testing the Limits.  Human Resource Executive, 2008, 17-19.  Also available at: 
http://www hreonline.com/HRE/story.jsp?storyId=146568445. 
 
The Revised GRE General Test launch in Fall 2007.  (K. F. Geisinger & D. Payne).  CGS Communicator, 
March, 2006, XXXIX (2), pp. 4. 
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Coming soon to your campus:  The Revised GRE General Test and the TOEFL IBT.  .  (With D. G. Payne & R. 
Setlzer).  CGS Communicator, November, 2005, XXXVIII (9), pp. 4-5. 
 
Improving the Graduate Admissions Process:  How Deans Can Influence Program Decision Making.  CGS 
Communicator, July, 2004, XXXVII, pp. 1,2,5,7. 
 
Psychological testing at the end of the millennium:  A brief historical review.  Professional Psychology, 2000, 
31, 117-118. 
 
Scholarship in psychology:  A paradigm for the 21st Century, American Psychologist,  1998, 54, 1292-1297.  
(With D. F. Halpern, D. Smothergill, M. Allen, S. Baker, C. Baum, D. Best, J. Ferrari, E. Gilden, M. Hester, P. 
Keith-Speigel, N. C. Kierniesky, T. V. McGovern, W. J. McKeachie, W. F. Prokasy, C. T. Szuchma, R. Vasta, 
and K. A. Weaver.) 

 
Using subject matter experts to assess content representation: An MDS analysis.  (With S. G. Sireci.)  Applied 
 Psychological Measurement, 1995, 19, 241-255. 

 
Responding to graduate students’ professional deficiencies:  A nationwide survey.   (With M. E. Procidano, N. 
 Busch-Rossnagel, and M. Reznikoff.)  Journal of Clinical Psychology, 1995, 51, 426-433. 

 
Development and preliminary validation of the Ego Identity Process Questionnaire.  Journal of Adolescence.  
 1995, 18, 179-192.  (With E. Balistreri and N. Busch-Rossnagel.)  

 
Psychometric issues in testing students with disabilities.  Applied Measurement in Education, 1994, 7, 121-140. 

 
Cross-cultural normative assessment:  Translation and adaptation issues influencing the normative 
 interpretation of assessment instruments.  Psychological Assessment, 1994, 6, 304-312.  

 
Psychometric and assessment issues raised by the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA).  (With M. L. 
 Tenopyr, W. H. Angoff, J. N. Butcher, and R. R. Reilly.)  The Score, 1993, 15 (4), pp. 1-2, 7-15.  

 
Analyzing test content using cluster analysis and multidimensional scaling.  (With S. G. Sireci.)  Applied 

Psychological Measurement, 1992, 16, 17-31. 
 

The metamorphosis in test validation.  Educational Psychologist, 1992, 27, 197-222. 
 

Using standard setting data to establish operational cutoff scores.  Educational Measurement: Issues and 
Practice, 1991 10 (2), 17-22. 

 
The metamorphosis in test validation.  The NERA Researcher, 1991, 29 (1), 2-12. 

 
Response latency to computer administered inventory items as an indicator of emotional arousal.  (With 

D. E. Temple.)  Journal of Personality Assessment, 1990, 54, 289-297. 
 

The relationship between recruiting source, applicant quality, and hire performance.  (With J. Powell- 
Kirnan and J. A. Farley.)  Personnel Psychology, 1989, 42, 293-308. 

 
The Golden Rule in psychological testing: Please, please don’t do it unto me.  Theoretical and 

Philosophical Psychology, 1988, 8, 15-22. 
 

Presidential address: Legal issues in test construction, validation and use.  The NERA Researcher, 1988, 
26 (4), 2-7. 

 
The psychosocial impact and development implications of the threat of nuclear war on adolescents.  (With 

D. Rudoy and M. Reznikoff.)  Medicine and War, 1987, 3, 77-91. 
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Psychosocial development and stressful life events among religious professionals.  (With S. D. Sammon and M. 
Reznikoff.)  Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1985, 48, 676-687. 

 
Cross-validation of the factor structure of the McGill Pain Questionnaire.  (With M. Byrne, A. Troy, L. A. 

Bradley, P. J. Marchisello, L. H. Van der Heide, and E. J. Prieto.)  Pain, 1982, 13, 193-201. 
 

The prediction of graduate school success in psychology.  (With J. Powell-Kirnan.)  Educational and 
Psychological Measurement, 1981, 41, 815-820. 

 
The use of tests with schoolchildren: Final project report.  (With A. Anastasi.)  Journal Supplement Abstract 

Service, 1981, 11, 58.  Also abstracted in Resources in Education, March, 1981. 
 

A construct validation of faculty orientations toward grading: Comparative data from three institutions. 
(With A. N. Wilson and J. J. Naumann.)  Educational and Psychological Measurement, 1980,  
40, 413-417. 

 
The language of low back pain: Factor structure of the McGill Pain Questionnaire.  (With E. J. Prieto, L. 

Hopson, L. A. Bradley, M. Byrne, O. Midax, and P. J. Marchisello.) Pain, 1980, 8, 11-19. 
 

Serum chloride: A College of American Pathologists’ survey.  (With K. R. Geisinger, P. Wakely, and J. G. 
Batsakis.)  American Journal of Clinical Pathology, 1980, 74, 546-551. 

 
Individual differences among college faculty members in grading.  (With W. Rabinowitz,) Journal of 

Instructional Psychology, 1980, 7, 20-27. 
 

Who are giving all those A’s?  An examination of high grading college faculty members.  The Journal of 
Teacher Education, 1980, 31 (March-April), 11-15. 

 
A note on grading policies and grade inflation.  Improving College and University Teaching, 1979, 27,  

113-115. 
 
 
Book Chapters and Entries in Edited Works 
 
Geisinger, K .F. & Usher-Tate, B. J. (In press).  Face validity.  In A. Wenzel (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of 

Abnormal and Clinical Psychology.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage. 
 
Geisinger, K .F. (In press). Incremental validity.  In A. Wenzel (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of Abnormal and 

Clinical Psychology.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage. 
 
Geisinger, K .F. (In press).  Inter-rater reliability.  In A. Wenzel (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of Abnormal and 

Clinical Psychology.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage. 
 
Geisinger, K .F. (In press).  Reliability.  In A. Wenzel (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of Abnormal and Clinical 

Psychology.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage  
 
Geisinger, K .F. (In press).  Validity.  In A. Wenzel (Ed.), The Sage Encyclopedia of Abnormal and Clinical 

Psychology.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (In press).  Test construction.   In J. Norcross & VandenBos, G. (Eds), APA Handbook of Clinical 

Psychology.  Washington, DC:  APA Books. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (In press).  Technology and Test Administration:  The Search for Validity.  In F. Drasgow (Ed.), 

Technology and Testing: Improving Educational and Psychological Measurement.  Washington, DC:  
NCME. 
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Geisinger, K.. F. (In press).  A Brief Review of Spanish-Language Adaptations of Some English-Language 
Intelligence Tests.  In K. F. Geisinger (Ed.), Psychological Testing of Hispanics:  Clinical, Cultural, and 
Intellectual Issues.  Washington, DC:  APA. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. & McCormick, C. (In press).  Testing individuals with disabilities: An international perspective.  In 

Leong, F. T. L., Bartram, D., Cheung, F.M., Geisinger, K. F., Hattie, J.A., & Iliescu, D. (Eds.) 
International Test Commission Handbook of Testing, Oxford, Eng.:  Oxford University Press. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. & Usher-Tate, B. J.  (In press).  The History of Educational Testing and Psychometrics.  In C. S. 

Wells & Falkner-Bond (Eds.) Educational Measurement: From Foundations to Future.  NY:  Guilford. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (In press).  Test evaluation.  In Lane, S., Raymond, M., & Haladyna, T.  Test evaluation.  In Lane, 

S., Raymond, M., & Haladyna, T. (Eds.), Handbook of test development (2nd ed.).  Washington, DC:  
NCME. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Reliability.  In K. F. Geisinger (Ed.), Handbook of testing and assessment in psychology 

(vol. 1; pp. 21-42).  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Review of the “Adult Basic Learning Examination, Second Edition.”  In Wood, C. & Hays, 

D. G., (Eds.), A counselor’s guide to career assessment instruments (pp. 121-124).  Broken Arrow, OK:  
National Career Development Association. 

 
Folers, D., Cotner, H., Kotamraju, P., & Geisinger, K. F. (2012). Using data for decision-making, accountability and 

evaluation.  In D. Folkers, K. Green, R. Hinkley, & D.Mills (Eds.), The career pathways effect:  Linking 
education and economic prosperity (pp. 301-331).  Waco, TX:  CORD Communictions. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. & McCormick, C.  Testing and assessment in cross-cultural psychology.  (2012).  In Naglieri, J., & 

Graham, J. (Eds.), Handbook of Psychology, Volume 10:  Assessment Psychology (pp. 161-224).  NY, NY:  
Wiley.   

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2012.)  Norm- and criterion-referenced testing.  In H. Cooper (Ed.), Handbook of research 

methods in psychology vol. 1, pp. 371-393).  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
Geisinger, K. F., Shaw, L. H., & McCormick, C.  (2011). The validation of tests in higher education.  In C. Secolsky 

& D. B. Denison (Eds.), The Handbook of Measurement, Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 
(pp. 194-207).  NY, NY:  Routledge. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2011). The future of high-stakes testing in education.  In J. A. Bovaird, K. F. Geisinger, & C. W, 

Buckendahl (Eds.).  High Stakes Testing:  Science and Practice in K-12 Settings (pp. 231-248).  
Washington, DC:  APA Books. 

 
Bovaird, J. A., Geisinger, K. F. & Buckendahl, C. W. (2011). Introduction. In J. A. Bovaird, K. F. Geisinger, & C. 

W, Buckendahl (Eds.).  High Stakes Testing:  Science and Practice in K-12 Settings (pp. 3-10).  
Washington, DC:  APA Books. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2010). Opening comments.  Included in presentations from the Buros Center Conference for 

Monitoring Assessment Quality in the Age of Accountability, The eighteenth mental measurements 
yearbook (pp. 807-809). Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2010). Closing thoughts: A look to the future.  Included in presentations from the Buros Center 

Conference for Monitoring Assessment Quality in the Age of Accountability, The eighteenth mental 
measurements yearbook (pp. 863-868). Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 

 
Review of Adult Basic Learning Examination (Second Edition). (2009).  In E. A. Whitfield, R. Feller, & C. Wood 

(Eds.), A Counselor’s Guide to Career Assessment Instruments (5th ed.) (pp. 90-93).  Broken Arrow, OK:  
National Career Development Association. 
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Bogardus Social Distance Scale.  (2010). In I. Weiner & W. E. Craighead (Eds.) Corsini encyclopedia of psychology 

(4th ed.). (Vol. 1; p. 246.) New York:  Wiley. 
 
Psychometrics: Norms, Reliability, Validity, and Item Analysis.  (2010). In I. Weiner & W. E. Craighead (Eds.) 

Corsini encyclopedia of psychology (4th ed.). (Vol. III; pp.  1345-1349). New York:  Wiley. 
 
Questionnaires.  (2010).  In I. Weiner & W. E. Craighead (Eds.) Corsini encyclopedia of psychology (4th ed.). (Vol. 

III; pp. 1408-1410).  New York:  Wiley. 
 
Test standardization.  (2010).  In I. Weiner & W. E. Craighead (Eds.) Corsini encyclopedia of psychology (4th ed.).  

(Vol. IV; pp. 1769-1770). New York:  Wiley. 
 
Testing methods.  (2010). In I. Weiner & W. E. Craighead (Eds.) Corsini encyclopedia of psychology (4th ed.).  

(Vol. IV; pp. 1773-1774). New York:  Wiley. 
  
Foreword.  (2009.)  In G. Robertson, L. Eyde, & S. Krug.  Responsible test use:  Case studies for assessing human 

behavior (2nd ed.) (pp. xi-xii.)  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
The future of high stakes testing.  (In press.)  In J. Bovaird, K. F. Geisinger & C. B. Buckendahl (Eds.), High stakes 

testing.  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
Geisinger, K. F., & Carlson, J. F. (2009). Standards and standardization. In J. N. Butcher (Ed.), Oxford handbook of 

personality assessment (pp. 99-111).  New York, NY: Oxford University Press. [updated; an earlier version 
was published in 2002 in J. N. Butcher (Ed.), Clinical personality assessment: Practical approaches (2nd 
ed., pp. 243-256). New York, NY: Oxford University Press. 

 
Psychological diagnostic testing.  (2008.)  In R. Phelps (Ed.)  The anti-testing fallacies (pp. 67-88).  Washington, 

DC:  American Psychological Association. 
  
General Aptitude Test Battery.  (2008).  In F. Leong (Ed.), Encyclopedia of Counseling Volume 4: pp. 1541-1542).  

Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage. 
 
Preface. (2007).  In C. Calahan Laitusis & L.L. Cook (Eds.), Large Scale Assessment and Accommodations:  What 

Works? (pp. ix-xii).    Alexandria, VA:  Council on Exceptional Children. 
 
The testing industry, ethnic minorities, and those with disabilities.  (2005).  In R. Phelps (Ed.), Defending 

standardized testing (pp. 187-203).  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum.. 
 
Conversion of the Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale into Spanish:  An early test adaptation effort of considerable 

consequence.  (With C. Y. Maldonado.)  (2005).  In R. K. Hambleton, P. F. Merenda, & C. D. Spielberger 
(Eds.), Adapting educational and psychological tests for cross-cultural assessment (pp.213-234).  Mahwah, NJ:  
Erlbaum. 

Review of the College Student Experiences Questionnaire (2005).  In Spies, R. A. & Plake, B. S.  (Eds.)  The 
sixteenth mental measurements yearbook.  The Buros Institute on Mental Measurements, University of 
Nebraska-Lincoln, Lincoln, NE.  Pp.  244-247. 

 
Review of the Power and Performance Measures (2005).  In Spies, R. A. & Plake, B. S.  (Eds.)  The sixteenth 

mental measurements yearbook.  The Buros Institute on Mental Measurements, University of Nebraska-
Lincoln, Lincoln, NE.  Pp.  804-807. 

 
Bogardus Social Distance Scale.  (2004.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.),Corsini concise encyclopedia 

of psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Pp. 131-132. 
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Psychometrics: Norms, Reliability, Validity, and Item Analysis.  (2004.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff 
(Eds.), Corsini concise encyclopedia of psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  
Pp. 758-760. 

 
Questionnaires.  (2004.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), Corsini concise encyclopedia of psychology 

and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Pp. 787-788. 
 
Testing methods.  (2004).  In  W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), Corsini concise encyclopedia of 

psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Pp. 983-984. 
  
Test standardization.  (2004.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), Corsini concise encyclopedia of 

psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Pp. 984-986. 
 
Testing students with Limited English Proficiency.  (2004).  In J. E. Wall & G. R. Walz (Eds.), Measuring up:  

Assessment issues for teachers, counselors, and administrators (147-159).  Greensboro, NC:  ERIC 
Clearinghouse for Counseling and Student Services and the National Board for Certified Counselors. 

 
Testing and Assessment in Cross-Cultural Psychology.  (2003).    In J. R. Graham & J. A. Naglieri (Eds.), Handbook 

of Psychology (Volume 10:  Assessment Psychology) (95-117).   I. B. Weiner (Editor-in-Chief).  New 
York:  John Wiley. 

 
The psychometrics of testing individuals with disabilities.  (With G. Boodoo & J. P. Noble).  (2002).  In R. Ekstrom 

& D. K. Smith (Eds.), Assessing   Individuals with Disabilities in Educational, Employment, and 
Counseling Settings.  (pp. 33-42).  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 

 
Standards and standardization.  (With J. F. Carlson.) (2002).   In J. N. Butcher (Ed.), Clinical Personality 

Assessment: Practical approaches.  (2nd ed.; pp. 243-256).  New York: Oxford University Press. 
 
Testing the members of an increasingly diverse society.  (2002).  In J. F. Carlson  & B. B. Waterman (Eds.), Social 

and Personality Assessment of School-Aged Children:  Developing Interventions for Educational and Clinical 
Use.   Boston:  Allyn & Bacon.  Pp. 346-364. 

Development of a statement of Test Taker Rights and Responsibilities.  (2001).  In G. R. Walz & J. C. Bleuer (Eds.),  
Assessment:  Issues and Challenges for the Millennium.  Greensboro, NC:  CAPS Publications/ERIC 
Clearinghouse for Counseling & Student Services.  Pp. 143-162. 

Testing students with disabilities.  (With J. F. Carlson).  (2001).  In G. R. Walz & J. C. Bleuer (Eds.),  Assessment:  
Issues and Challenges for the Millennium.  Greensboro, NC:  CAPS Publications/ERIC Clearinghouse for 
Counseling & Student Services.  Pp. 375-380. 

Review of the Wonderlic Personnel Inventory/Scholastic Level Examination.  (2001).  In J. Impara, (Ed.)  Buros 
Mental Measurements Yearbook:  Volume XIV. Lincoln, NE:  Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln. Pp. 1360-1363. 

Review of the Skillscan for Management Development.  (2001.)  In J. Impara, (Ed.)  Buros Mental Measurements 
Yearbook:  Volume XIV. Lincoln, NE:  Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, University of Nebraska-
Lincoln.  Pp. 1142-1146.. 

Bogardus Social Distance Scale.  (2001.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), The Corsini encyclopedia of 
psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Vol. 1, p. 225. 

 
Psychometrics: Norms, Reliability, Validity, and Item Analysis.  (2001.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff 

(Eds.), The Corsini encyclopedia of psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Vol 
3, pp. 1313-1316. 
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Questionnaires.  (2001.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), The Corsini encyclopedia of psychology and 
behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley.  Vol 4, pp. 1362-1364. 

 
Test standardization.  (2001.)  In W. E. Craighead & C. B. Nemeroff (Eds.), The Corsini encyclopedia of 

psychology and behavioral science (3rd ed.).  New York:  Wiley. Vol. 4.  pp. 1683-1684. 
 
Testing accommodations for the new millennium:  Computer-administered testing in a changing society.  In Niyogi, 

S.  (Ed.).  New Directions in Assessment for Higher Education:  Fairness, Access, Multiculturalism & 
Equity (FAME).  The Graduate Record Examination FAME Report Series, No. 2, (1998), pp. 12-20. 

 
Equity issues in employment testing.  (With S. Sireci).  In J. Sandoval, C. Frisby, K. F. Geisinger, J. Scheuneman, & 

J. M. Ramos-Grenier (Eds.)  Test interpretation and diversity:  Achieving equity in psychological 
assessment.  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 105-140. 

 
Psychometric issues involved in test interpretation.  In J. Sandoval, C. Frisby, K. F. Geisinger, J. Scheuneman, & J. 

M. Ramos-Grenier (Eds.) Test interpretation and diversity:  Achieving equity in psychological assessment.  
Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 17-30.   

 
Training psychologists to assess members of  a diverse society.  (With J. F. Carlson).  In J. Sandoval, C. Frisby, K. 

F. Geisinger, J. Scheuneman, & J. M. Ramos-Grenier (Eds.) Test interpretation and diversity:  Achieving 
equity in psychological assessment.  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association, 1998, pp. 
375-386.   

 
Review of the Tests of Adult Basic Education Work-Related Foundation Skills (TABE-WRFS). In J. C.  

Impara & B.S. Plake (Eds.),  The Thirteenth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE:  Buros 
Institute of Mental Measurements, 1998, pp. 1086-1088. 

 
Review of the Watson-Glaser Critical Thinking Appraisal, Form S.  In J. C. Impara & B.S. Plake (Eds.), The 

Thirteenth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE:  Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 1998, 
pp. 1121-1124. 
 

Review of the National Police Officer Selection Test.   In J. J. Kramer & J. C. Conoley (Eds.), The 
  Twelfth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 1995, pp. 

672-675. 
 
Review of the NOCTI Teacher Occupational Competency Test.   In J. J. Kramer & J. C. Conoley (Eds.),  The 

Twelfth Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 1995, pp. 
682-685. 

 
Standards and standardization.  (With J. F. Carlson.)  In J. N. Butcher (Ed.), Clinical Personality Assessment: 

Practical approaches (pp. 211-223).  New York: Oxford University Press, 1995. 
 
Testing  students with disabilities.  (With J. F. Carlson.)  ERIC/Clearinghouse on Counseling and Student Services 

Digest, 1995,  (ERIC #EDO-CG-95-27).  In W. D. Schafer (Guest Ed.), Assessment in 
 counseling and therapy:  An ERIC/CASS Special Digest Collection, Washington, DC:  ERIC 
 Clearinghouse on Counseling and Student Services. 
 
Psychometric and policy issues in the use of tests with individuals with disabilities.  Proceedings of the Joint 
 Conference on Disability Issues, pp. 141-145.  April, 1995. 
 
Testing LEP students for minimum competency and high school graduation.  In Focus on Evaluation and 
 Measurement (Volume 2).  Washington, DC: United States Department of Education, Office of 
 Bilingual Education and Minority Languages Affairs, 1992, pp. 33-67. 
 
Review of the Management Competence Index.  In J. J. Kramer & J. C. Conoley (Eds.), The Eleventh 
  Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements, 
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  1992, pp. 502-503.  Also available as Accession Number AN-11180749, Mental Measurements  
 Yearbook Database (Search Label MMYD), BRS Information Technologies. 
 
Review of the PSB-Nursing School Aptitude Examination (RN).  In J. J. Kramer & J. C. Conoley (Eds.),   The 

Eleventh Mental Measurements Yearbook.  Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Book  
 Measurements, 1992, pp. 719-721.     Also available as Accession Number AN-11180749, Mental 

Measurements Yearbook Database (Search Label MMYD), BRS Information Technologies. 
 
Assessing language-minority students.  (With J. F. Carlson.)  ERIC/Clearinghouse on Tests, Measurement and 

Evaluation Digest, 1992, EDO-TM-92-4. 
 
Fairness and selected psychological issues in the psychological testing of Hispanics.  In K. F. Geisinger 
 (Ed.), Psychological testing of Hispanics.  Washington, D.C.: American Psychological 
 Association, 1992, pp. 17-42. 
 
Preface.  In K. F. Geisinger (Ed.), Psychological testing of Hispanics.  Washington, D.C.: American 
 Psychological Association, 1992, pp. xv-xvii. 
 
Bogardus Social Distance Scale. In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Concise encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: 
 Wiley, 1987, pp. 146-147. 
 
Psychometrics.  In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Concise encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1987. 
 pp. 925-926. 
 
Questionnaires.  In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Concise encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1987,  
 pp. 952-953. 
 
Test Standardization.  In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Concise encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 
 1987. p. 1115. 
 
The General Aptitude Test Battery.  (With J. Kirnan.)  In R. C. Sweetland & D. J. Keyser (Eds.), Test 
 Critiques: Volume V.  Kansas City: Test Corporation of America, 1986.  pp. 150-167.  Reprinted 
 in Keyser, D. J., & Sweetland, R. D. (Eds.), Test critiques compendium:  Reviews of major  tests from the 

Test Critiques series.  Kansas City: Test Corporation of America, 1987.  pp. 163-180.   
 Reprinted in Bolton, B., (Ed.), Special education and rehabilitation testing: Current practices and 
 test reviews. Austin, TX: Pro-ed, 1988, pp. 217-234. 
 
The Miller Analogies Test.  In R. C. Sweetland & D. J. Keyser (Eds.), Test critiques: Volume III.  Kansas 
 City: Test Corporation of America, 1985, pp. 414-424. 
                           
The ACT Assessment.  In R. C. Sweetland & D. J. Keyser (Eds.), Test critiques: Volume I.  Kansas 
 City: Test Corporation of America, 1985, pp. 11-28. 
 
Bogardus Social Distance Scale.  In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Wiley encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: 
 Wiley, 1984.  Volume I, p. 160. 
 
Psychometrics.  In R.J. Corsini (Ed.), Wiley encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1984.  Volume 
 3, pp. 163-165. 
 
Questionnaires.  In R. J. Corsini (Ed.), Wiley encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1  84.  Volume 3.  pp. 

199-200. 
 
Test standardization.  In R.J. Corsini (Ed Wiley encyclopedia of psychology.  New York: Wiley, 1984. 
 Volume 3.  p. 414. 
 
Factor analytic studies of the McGill Pain Questionnaire.  (With E. J. Prieto).  In R. Melzack (Ed.), Pain 
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 measurement and assessment.  New York:  Raven Press, 1983.  pp. 63-70. 
 
Marking systems.  In H. E. Mitzel (Ed.), Encyclopedia of educational research (5th Ed.) New York: The 
 Free Press, 1982.  Vol. 3: 1139-1149. 
 
Grading attitudes and practices among college faculty members. (With W. Rabinowitz.) In H. Dahle, A. 
 Lysne, & P. Rand (Eds.), A Spotlight on educational problems.  Oslo, Norway: Universitets 
 Forlaget, 1979.  pp. 145-172.  (Distributed in the United States by the Columbia University 
 Press, Irvington, NY). 
 
Developing an operational model for assessing experiential learning.  (With W. W. Willingham.)  In W. W. 
 Willingham & H. S. Nesbitt (Eds.), Implementing a program for assessing experiential learning. 
 Princeton, NJ: Cooperative Assessment of Experiential Learning (Educational Testing Service), 
 1976.  Chapter 1; pp. 1-15. 
 
Overview of CAEL field research.  (With W. W. Willingham.)  In W. W. Willingham & Associates, The 
 CAEL validation report, Princeton, NJ: Cooperative Assessment of Experiential Learning (Educational 
 Testing Service), 1976.  Chapter III, pp. 1-35. 
 
Data analysis.  (With R. R. Reilly & W. W. Willingham.)  In W. W. Willingham & Associates, The CAEL 

validation report, Princeton, NJ: Cooperative Assessment of Experiential Learning (Educational 
 Testing Service), 1976.  Appendix 5, pp. 5-1 - 5-42.  
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Books and  Monographs 
 
Pardes, H., Barsky, A., Daly, M., Geisinger, K. F., Gerber, N., Jette, A., Koop, J. Suzuki, L. A., Twamley, E., Ubel, 

Pl, & Wall, J. (2015, in press).  Psychological testing in the service of disability determination.  
Washington, DC:  National Academies Press (Institute of Medicine report/to be published by the Institute 
of Medicine). 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2015, in press). (Ed.)  Psychological testing of Hispanics:  Clinical, cultural, and intellectual 

assessment.  Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association. 
 
Carlson, J. F., Geisinger, K. F. & Jonson, J. (Eds.)  (2014)  The Nineteenth Mental Measurements Yearbook. 

 Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 
 
Worrell, F, C., Brabeck, M. M., Dwyer, C. A., Geisinger, K. F., Marx, R. W., Noell, G. H., & Pianta, R.C. (2014).  

Assessing and evaluating teacher preparation programs:  An APA Task Force Report.  Washington, DC:  
American Psychological Association. 

 
Schlueter, J. E., Carlson, J. F., Geisinger, K. F., and Murphy, L.L. (Eds.)  (2013).  Pruebas Publicadas en Español:  

An index of Spanish tests in print. Lincoln, NE:  Buros Center for Testing. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (Ed.).  (2013).  Handbook of testing and assessment in psychology (3volumes).  Washington, DC:  

American Psychological Association. 
 
Murphy, L. M., Geisinger, K. F., Carlson, J. F., & Spies, R. S.  (2011).  Tests in print VIII.  Lincoln, NE:  Buros 

Institute of Mental Measurements. 
 
Bovaird, J., Geisinger, K. F., & Buckendahl, C. B.  (Eds.), (2011.) High Stakes Testing:  Science and Practice in K-

12 Settings.   Washington, DC:  American Psychological Association.  
 
Spies, R. A., Carlson, J. F., & Geisinger, K. F. (Eds.) (2010). The Eighteenth Mental Measurements Yearbook. 

 Lincoln, NE: Buros Institute of Mental Measurements. 
 
Geisinger, K. F., Spies, R. A., Carlson, J.F., & Plake, B. S.  (2007).  The Seventeenth Mental Measurements 

Yearbook. Lincoln, NE:  Buros Institute for Mental Measurements. 
 
Sandoval, J., Frisby, C., Geisinger, K.F., Scheuneman, J., & Ramos-Grenier, J. M. (Eds.).  (1998).Test interpretation 

and diversity:  Achieving equity in psychological assessment.  Washington, DC:  American Psychological 
Association. 

 
Lloyd, B., Crocker, L., Geisinger, K.F., & Webb, M. (1994).  Report of the panel convened to review test security 

procedures at the Educational Testing Service in February, 1994.  Princeton, NJ:  Educational Testing 
Service. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (1992). Psychological Testing of Hispanics (Ed.), Washington, DC: American Psychological 

Association,  1992. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. & Anastasi, A.  Instructor’s manual to accompany Psychological testing, A. Anastasi, Sixth 

Edition.  New York:  Macmillan, 1988. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. & Anastasi, A.  Instructor’s manual to accompany Psychological testing, A. Anastasi, Fifth 

Edition.  (With A. Anastasi and S. Urbina.)  New York: Macmillan, 1982. 
 
Anastasi, A. & Geisinger, K. F.  Use of tests with schoolchildren JSAS Catalogue of Selected Documents in 

Psychology, 1981 11, ERIC Document No. ED 194-635. 
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Videotapes 
 
The ABC’s of School Testing.  (Project Co-director, with J. J. Fremer and J. Wall).   Co-author of the  
 Leader’s Guide for the videotape.  Both are available from the National Council on Measurement in 
 Education, Washington, DC.  (1994). 
 
 
Book Reviews 
 
Review of The Conditions of Admission:  Access, Equity, and the Social Contract of Public Universities by John 

Aubrey Douglas.  Educational Horizons, 2008, 86, 182-185. 
 
One is the loneliest number: Two is not as bad as one (in some instances). (With S. L. Davis.)  Review of Dyadic 

Data Analysis by D. A. Kenny, D. A. Kashy, W. L. Cook.  Journal of Clinical and Social Psychology, 
2008, 27, 311-313. 

 
Review of Making sense of college grades.  (By O. Milton, H. R. Pollio, and J. A. Eison.)  Journal of 
 Educational Measurement, 1988, 25, 167-170. 
 
Review of Support for teaching at major universities.  (Edited by S. C. Ericksen with J. A. Cook.) Improving 
 College and University Teaching, 1980, 28, 41. 
 
 
 
Paper Presentations 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2015).  The ITC Guidelines on Quality Control in Scoring, Test Analysis and Reporting of Test 

Scores.  In A. Odendall (Chr.), The International Test Commission’s Guidelines for Good Testing Practice.  
Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, 
Philadelphia, PA.  April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2015). Using ITC Guidelines.  In D. Bartram (Chr.), Executive Board Special Session:  Improving 

International Testing Practice with the International Test Commission.  Symposium presented at the annual 
meeting of the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Philadelphia, PA.  April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2015). Global transportability of measures.  In Y. Yang & T. L. Hayes (Co-chairs), 

Transportability:  Boundaries, Challenges, and Standards.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of 
the Society for Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Philadelphia, PA.  April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2015).  Publishing in Applied Measurement in Education.  Roundtable presented at the annual 

meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL. April. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2015).  General Overview of Standards for Technical Quality.  In Worrell, F. (Chr.), Higher 

Education Assessment:  Evaluating and Assessing Teacher Preparation Programs.  Symposium presented at 
the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL, April. 

    
Geisinger, K. F. (20154).  Test reviewing at the Buros Center for Testing.  In T. Patelis (Chr.), Various Efforts to 

Evaluate the Quality of Assessment Programs.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the National 
Council on Measurement in Education.  Chicago, IL, April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2015).  The assessment of 21sts Century skills:  A global perspective.  Invited address at the 

University of Luxembourg, Luxembourg.  March 4, 2015. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Keynote interview.  In Kristen Huff, (Chair).  Invited keynote presentation at the annual 

meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, October, Trumbull, CT. 
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Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  The Buros Approach to Ensuring Quality.  In T. Patelis (Chr.)/Ensuring the quality of 

assessments.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research 
Association, October, Trumbull, CT. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  How do we ensure fairness?  In T. Patelis (Chr.), Fairness issues in assessment and 

accountability. .  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research 
Association, October, Trumbull, CT. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Evaluating tests:  A continuing effort for psychologists.  Invited divisional keynote 

presentation, International Congress of Applied Psychology, Paris, France, July, 2014. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  International technical standards for  test quality and test reviewing.  In D. Bartram (Chair), 

Symposium presented at the International Congress of Applied Psychology, Paris, France, July, 2014.. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Assessing 21st Century Skills.  Invited workshop presented at the biannual meeting of the 

International Test Commission, San Sebastian, Spain, July, 2014. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Preparing doctoral-level psychometrics specialists.  In T. Oakland (Chair), How do we 

prepare psychometric specialists.  Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the International Test 
Commission, San Sebastian, Spain, July, 2014. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2014).  Applied Measurement in Education.  Roundtable with a journal editor presented at the 

annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Philadelphia, PA, April, 2014. 
 
Lee, H. & Geisinger, K. F.  (2014).  Differential item functioning analysis models in large-scale assessment.  Paper 

editor presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Philadelphia, 
PA, April, 2014. 

 
Lee, H. & Geisinger, K. F.  (2014).  Purification of the matching criterion in the equated pooled booklet method for 

DIF.  Paper editor presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, 
Philadelphia, PA, April, 2014 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Outcomes assessment.  Lecture presented at King Fahd University of Petroleum and 

Minerals, Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Classroom assessment.  Workshop presented at King Fahd University of Petroleum and 

Minerals, Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013). Best practices for faculty in graduate admissions.  Workshop presented at King Fahd 

University of Petroleum and Minerals, Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Grading:  Assessment technique and learning facilitator.  Workshop presented at King 

Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals, Dhahran, Saudi Arabia, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Setting the minimum passing score for the CFA examination.  Workshop presented to the 

Chartered Financial Analyst Board of Governors, London, England, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Tensions between Educational/Political Realities and Reliability and Validity.  In F. 

Worrell (Chair), Effective use of data  for program improvement.  Symposium presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Psychological Association, Honolulu, August. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2013).  Building unbiased assessments.  Workshop presented to the faculties of the Bryan College 

of Health Sciences, Clarkson College, and Nebraska Methodist College. 
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Lee, H.S. & Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  Efficiency of Generalized Full Information Bifactor Model.  Poster presented 
at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013)  Contributions of Anne Anastasi.  In S. Sinharay (Chair), A look at our psychometric 

history:  Contributions of Thurstone, Lindquist, Anastasi, Bock, Messick, and Holland.  Symposium 
presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, 
April. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2013).  The future of admissions testing in the United States.  Invited keynote at the Buros “Big 

Issues in Testing Conference.”  Lincoln, NE, March. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2013). A testing course focusing on diversity issues.  In K. F. Geisinger (Chair), Making a 

quantitative program more multicultural. Symposium presented at the National Multicultural Summit and 
Conference, Houston, January.  

 
Geisinger, K. F. The future content in admissions testing.  Invited presentation to the First International Conference 

on Assessment & Evaluation:  Admissions Criteria in Higher Education, Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, December, 
2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. (2012).  Criterion-referenced testing.  Paper presented at the Ronference Honoring Professor 

Ronald Hambleton, Amherst, MA, November. 
 
Geisinger, K. F., Carlson, J. F., & Jonson, J.  Evaluating tests:  Fundamental concepts and skills for psychologists 

and researchers.  Continuing Education Workshop presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Psychological Association, August, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. & Bartram, D. International Perspectives on Test Reviewing.  Paper presented at the Quadrennial 

meeting of the International Congress of Psychology, Cape town, SA, July, 2012. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. Evaluating tests:  Fundamental concepts and skills for psychologists and researchers.  Workshop 

presented at the biannual meeting of the International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 
2012 

 
Geisinger, K. F. Languages and linguistic diversity.  In P. Elosua (Chair), Linguistic diversity and testing.  

Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the 
Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  The testing of multiple languages in a single country.  In .  In D. Sandilands (Chair), Assessment of 

linguistic minority students in Canada and the United States.  Symposium presented at the biannual 
meeting of the International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Some thoughts on international test adaptations.  In J-L. Padilla (Chair), Challenges of test 

adaptation in special contexts:  The role of the ITC Guidelines.  Symposium presented at the biannual 
meeting of the International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
Carlson, J. F. & Geisinger, K. F. (2012)  Test reviewing at the Buros Center for Testing.  In K. F. Geisinger (Chair), 

International Perspectives on Test Reviewing.  Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the 
International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2012).  A 50,000 foot view on observed score equating.  In M. Wiberg (Chair), New 

developments in observed score equating.  Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the 
International Test Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
McCormick, C. M., Shaw, L. H., Evers, A., & Geisinger, K. F. (2012).  A multilevel approach to the EFPA/ITC 

questionnaire on test attitudes.  In A. Evers (Chair), Attitude of psychologists on tests and testing:  The 
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results of an international survey.  Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the International Test 
Commission, Amsterdam, the Netherlands, July, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. Cultural bias in testing.  Presentation at the First Session of the Summer Faculty and Staff 

Development Series, BryantLGH College of Health Sciences, May, 2012. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  Anne Anastasi's Views on Ability and Achievement.  Invited paper presented at the Hertz 

Memorial Presentation in Memory of Anne Anastasi at the annual meeting of the Society for Personality 
Assessment, Chicago, IL, March, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. & Shaw, L. H. Evaluation of Accuplacer®, PSAT/NMSQT, and SAT program features.  

Presentation to the Research Division of the College Board, New York City (also broadcast to Newtown, 
PA).  March, 2012. 

 
Geisinger, K . F. & Patelis, T. Maintenance schedules for quality.  Presentation to the Research Advisory Committee 

of the College Board, Phoenix, AZ, March, 2012. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  The future of admissions testing.  Invited presentation at the ETS Conference on the Future of 

Learning, Education and Assessment, Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ, March, 2012. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  The scholarly and fair evaluation of psychological tests and assessments:  English language and 

adapted tests.  Invited workshop at the First Caribbean Regional Conference on  Psychology, Nassau, 
Bahamas, November, 2011. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Testing and psychometrics at NERA.  In R. Michel (Chair).  Designing statewide testing 

programs.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research 
Association, Hartford, CT, October 2011.   

  
Geisinger, K. F.  If we could change K-12 testing today.  In T. Patelis (Chair).  Past presidents discuss educational 

research.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research 
Association, Hartford, CT, October 2011.   

  
Geisinger, K. F.  Change and stability:  Revisiting new recurrent concerns.  In K. F. Geisinger, (Chair).  Issues in 

large scale testing.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research 
Association, Hartford, CT, October 2011. 

  
Geisinger, K. F. Diversity and psychometrics:  A necessary but almost null hypothesis.  In Diversity in 

Psychometrics, P. Scott-Johnson (Chr.), Symposium  presented at the annual meeting of the American 
Psychological Association, Washington, DC, August, 2011. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Test reviewing at the Buros Center for Testing.  In D. Bartram (Chr.), Internationalization of test 

reviewing.  Symposium presented at the biannual meeting of the European Congress of Psychology, 
Istanbul, Turkey, July, 2011. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Validation:  Its role in Test Reviews at the Buros Center for Testing.  In S. Sireci (Chr.), Validating 

educational and psychological tests; Theory, applications, and future directions.  Symposium presented at 
the biannual meeting of the European Congress of Psychology, Istanbul, Turkey, July, 2011. 

 
Byrne, B. M., Geisinger, K. F. & Oakland, T.  The work of the International Test Commission.  Symposium 

presented at the Fifth Brazilian Congress of Assessment Psychology, Bento Goncalves, Brazil, June 2011. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  Scientific Publication in Psychological Assessment: Challenges toward the internationalization of 

the knowledge.  In E. Remor (Chr.), Scientific Publication in Psychological Assessment: Challenges toward 
the internationalization of the knowledge.  Symposium presented at the Fifth Brazilian Congress of 
Assessment Psychology, Bento Goncalves, Brazil, June 2011. 
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Geisinger, K. F.  The Scholarly Evaluation of Tests and Assessments.  Invited keynote address presented at the Fifth 
Brazilian Congress of Assessment Psychology, Bento Goncalves, Brazil, June 2011. 

 
Chin, T. Y., Geisinger, K. F. & Yang, Y.  (2011). Classification Accuracy of Diagnostic Methods: A Simulation 

Study.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education. New 
Orleans, LA, April, 2011. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2011).  The history of the Buros Center for Testing.  In T. Patelis (Chr.).  Perspectives on the 

history of testing in the United States.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the National Council 
on Measurement in Education. New Orleans, LA, April, 2011. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  (2011). Some thoughts on the breadth of educational and psychological testing.  Invited lecture at 

the University of Kansas, Lawrence, KS.  March, 2011. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  The Buros Center for Testing and its Admissions Testing Initiatives.  Invited paper presented to the 

students of the SRAM program, UNL, Lincoln, NE, November 2010. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  Classical test theory.  In Graduate Students Issues Committee Special Invited Session on Advanced 

Measurement and Statistics.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational 
Research Association, Hartford, CT, October, 2010. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Alternate assessment:  Should assessment drive instruction?  Paper presented at the annual meeting 

of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Hartford, CT, October, 2010. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  Dissertations:  Hurdles, pathways or gateways.  In T. Patelis (Chr.) On Finishing and Further:  

Dissertation Research Now and Then.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern 
Educational Research Association, Hartford, CT, October, 2010. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Reviewing tests:  A comprehensive approach.  Presentation to the College Board Research and 

Development staff,  Newtown, PA, October, 2010. 
 
Geisinger, K. F.  Reviewing manuscripts for Applied Measurement in Education.  Presentation to the College Board 

Research and Development staff,  Newtown, PA, October, 2010. 
 
Geisinger, K. F. Consequences and validity.  In E. Burke (Chr.)  Reconsidering Messick:  Validity and best practices 

in testing.  Symposium presented at the biennial meeting of the International Test Commission, Hong 
Kong, July 2010. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. An American Psychometrician’s Perspective.    In M. Ph. Born (Chr.), Informing about ISO 10667-

An International Standard for Assessment Service Delivery in Work and Organizational Settings.  
Symposium presented at the biennial meeting of the International Test Commission, Hong Kong, July 
2010. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. Evaluating Test Quality as Users and Writing Manuals as Authors: Two Sides of a Coin.  Workshop 

presented at the biennial meeting of the International Test Commission, Hong Kong, July 2010.  
 
Geisinger, K. F. College Admissions Testing for Student Selection:  Challenges for Deans and Vice President.  

Paper presented to the Hochschulrektorsconferenz (Conference of University Presidents).  Bonn, Germany, 
December, 2009. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  College admissions testing at German universities:  What might such testing look like and what 

advantages and disadvantages might it bring?  Paper presented to the RWH (University of Aachen) 
Psychology Department, December 2009.  

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Concepts of validity.  In Patelis, T., Conceptions of validity.  Symposium presented at the annual 

meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Hartford, CT, October, 2009. 
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Geisinger, K. F.  How to get published.  In K. Huff (Chair), Symposium for New Faculty Members.  Symposium 

presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Hartford, CT, 
October, 2009 

 
Geisinger, K. F. Testing Issues and Concerns.  Invited presentation to the Career and Technical Education State 

Collaborative Working Group of the Council of Chief State School Officers.  Baltimore, MD, October 
2009. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  Paper-and-pencil vs. Computer-based Test Delivery.  Invited presentation to the Career and 

Technical Education State Collaborative Working Group of the Council of Chief State School Officers.  
Baltimore, MD, October 2009. 

 
Geisinger, K. F.  A College Admissions Question: What would we do if the SAT and ACT did not exist?  Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research Association, 
Jackson Hole, October, 2009.  (Also presented to the QQPM Seminar at the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln, November, 2009). 

 
McCormick, C. M. & Geisinger, K. F. When do testing accommodations give an unfair advantage?  A Comparison 

to a double-amputee sprinter's quest to compete in the Olympics.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of 
the Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research Association, Jackson Hole, WY, October, 2009. 

 
Foley, B.P., Geisinger, K.F., Roschewski, P., & Foy, E. (2009, October). Conducting an alignment study in the 

context of a performance assessment with a single writing prompt. Paper presented at the Annual meeting 
of the Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research Association, Jackson Hole, WY.  

 
Geisinger, K. F. Non-Traditional Admissions Measures in Higher Education:  Some Comments.  In P. Kyllonen 

(Chr.), New constructs and new measures in higher education admissions.  Symposium presented at the 
annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, CA, August, 2009. 

 
Geisinger, K. F. Research on the SAT-Writing Test.  Discussant Comments in W. Camara (Chair), The SAT Writing 

Test:  An Update on Research.  Toronto, CA, August, 2009. 
 
The Buros Institute of Mental Measurements Test Review Process (With J. F. Carlson.)  In D. Bartram (Chr.)  

Symposium on national approaches to test quality assurance.  Symposium presented at the 11th Biannual 
European Congress of Psycholgy, Oslo, NO, July, 2009. 

 
Status update on the revision of the US Joint Standards on Testing.  In E. Burke (Chr.), International guidelines and 

standards related to tests and testing.  Symposium presented at the 11th Biannual European Congress of 
Psycholgy, Oslo, NO, July, 2009. 

 
An educational testing perspective on the ITC testing quality control guidelines in scoring, analysis and reports.  In 

A. Allalouf & M. Born (Co-Chrs.)  The development of ITC guidelines on quality control in scoring, 
analysis and reports.  Symposium presented at the 11th Biannual European Congress of Psycholgy, Oslo, 
NO, July, 2009. 

 
Eosinophilic Esophagitis: Interobserver Variability in a Disease Entity in Which Counting Counts.  (With J. F. 

Busler, N. Patel, I.D. Hill, & K.R. Geisinger).  Poster presented at the annual meeting of the United States 
and Canadian Academy of Pathology, Boston, March 2009.  

 
American Psychological Association Science Agenda Goals.  (With M. L. Cooper).  Workshop presented to the 

Coalition of Academic, Scientific, and Applied Research Psychologists, American Psychological 
Association Building, Washington, DC, Feb. 19, 2009. 

 
The Buros Center for Testing at the University of Nebraska.  Invited address at the University of Aachen, Aachen, 

Germany, December, 2008. 
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Adjusting standards to enhance validity:  Post standard-setting panel considerations to enhance validity.  (With C. 

McCormick.)  In K. Huff (Chr.), Validating Standards on Educational Tests, Symposium presented at the 
annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Rocky Hill, CT, October 2008. 

 
A focus and follow-up on fairness.  In T. Patelis (Chr.), The Fordham Five’s Fundamentals of Fairness.  Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Rocky Hill, CT, 
October 2008. 

 
Testing issues and concerns:  An introductory presentation to the State Directors of Career and Technical Education.  

Invited Keynote address to the biannual meeting of the State Directors of Career and Technical Education, 
Mystic, CT, October, 2008. 

 
Three significant roles in the teaching of measurement:  Mentor, administrator, and campus consultant.  Jacob 

Cohen Award Speech invited at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Boston, 
MA, August, 2008. 

 
Issues in cross-cultural testing:  The future was yesterday.  In B. Byrne (Chr.).Interplay of cross-cultural 

comparisons and related methodological practices.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Psychological Association, Boston, MA, August, 2008. 

 
The rights and responsibilities of test takers and test makers.  Invited keynote address to the biannual meeting of the 

International Testing Commission, Liverpool, Eng., July, 2008. 
 
Anne Anastasi’s views on ability and achievement:  Implications for the training of measurement professionals.  In 

T. Patelis (Chr.), The legacy of Anne Anastasi on educational research and assessment:  Commerating the 
100th anniversary of her birth.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, New York NY,  March, 2008. 

 
Current validation practice for academic achievement tests.  (With C. McCormick & A. Römhild.)  Paper presented 

at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, New York NY,  March, 2008. 
  
 Timeliness in meeting the testing standards.  In T. Patelis (Chr.), Maintaining quality in large-scale assessment 

(a k.a. Maintenance Schedules:  They’re not just for your car.)  Symposium presented at the annual meeting 
of the Association of Test Publishers, Dallas, TX, March, 2008. 

 
An international standard (ISO) for assessment in work and organizational settings.  (With D. Bartram & W. 

Camara.)  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Association of Test Publishers, Dallas, TX, 
March, 2008. 

 
The historical and present role of the Buros Institute of Mental Measurements.  In K. F. Geisinger (Chr.)  Test 

evaluation in the 21st Century.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Association of Test 
Publishers, Dallas, TX, March, 2008. 

 
From the Bronx through New Brunswick to Lincoln, Nebraska: Critical Questions in the Review of Tests.  (With J. 

F. Carlson).  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, 
Hartford, CT, October, 2007. 

 
Implications of the Spellings Commission for Outcomes Assessment in Higher Education.  Paper presented at the 

annual meeting of the Northern Rocky Mountain Educational Research Association Meeting, Jackson Hole, 
WY, October 2007. 

 
Assessment after the Spellings Commission.  Paper presented as an after-dinner presentation to the Academic 

Leadership Dinner held at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, 
CA, August, 2007. 
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Improving test use.  In L. Stricker (Chair), Improving Test Use.  Discussant comments presented at a symposium 
presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August, 
2007. 

 
Changes in the Verbal Test of the GRE.  In K. F. Geisinger (Chair), The Revised Graduate Record Examination 

General Test—Requisite Knowledge.  Paper presentation in a symposium presented at the annual meeting 
of the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August, 2007. 

 
The future of high stakes testing.  Keynote address at the Barbara Plake Festschrift Celebration, Lincoln, NE, May, 

2007. 
 
Investigating students with disabilities on the SAT.  In D. L. Morgan (Chair), Investigating students with disabilities 

on the SAT.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
Association, Chicago, IL, April, 2007. 

 
Non-cognitive predictors and academic success.  In A. E.. Schmidt (Chair), The use of non-cognitive measures for 

guidance and selection.  Discussant comments presented at an invited symposium presented at the annual 
meeting of the American Psychological Association, New Orleans, LA, August, 2006. 

 
Changes in Large-Scale Admissions Measures in American Higher Education:  Implications for Test Adaptation.  

(With D. G. Payne).  Invited paper presented at the fourth biannual conference of the International Test 
Commission, Brussels, BE, July, 2006. 

 
The New GRE Test.  In D. G. Payne (Chair), The New GRE General Test and GRE 2005Volume Report.  

Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Council of Graduate Schools, Palm Springs, CA, 
December, 2005. 

 
The New GRE Test.  (With D. Piacentino.), The New GRE General Test.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of 

the Association of Texas Graduate Schools, Lubbock, TX, October, 2005. 
 
The New GRE Test.  In D. G. Payne (Chair), The New GRE General Test and GRE 2004 Volume Report.  

Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the Council of Graduate Schools, Washington, DC, 
December, 2004. 

 
Development of a Statement of Test Taker Rights and Responsibilities.  In N. Abeles (Chair), Ethical Issues in 

Assessment.  Invited symposium presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological 
Association, Honolulu, HI, August, 2004. 

 
Revisions to the GRE General Test.  In D. Johnson (Chair), Use of the GRE and the Analytic Writing Measure in 

Master’s and Ph.D. Programs:  Views from the Field.  Symposium at the annual meeting of the Council of 
Graduate Schools, San Francisco, December, 2003. 

 
An Update on the Graduate Record Examination.  Presentation at the annual meeting of the Association of Texas 

Graduate Schools, San Angelo, TX, September, 2003. 
 
An Administrative Perspective on Part-Time Faculty Members:  The Issue of Best Utilizing Adjuncts.  In J. F. 

Carlson (Chair), Don’t quit your day job:  Perspectives on Part-Time Teaching.  Symposium presented at 
the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, ON, August 2003. 

 
Psychometric Issues in Testing Individuals with Disabilities:  Instructional Validity.  Invited Keynote Symposium 

entitled “High Stakes Testing:  Challenges, Victories and Best Practices” at the annual meeting of the 
International Dyslexia Association, Atlanta, GA, November, 2002. 

 
Some thoughts on Dr. Thomas F. Donlon, My Friend and Mentor.  Acceptance remarks upon receipt of the Thomas 

F. Donlon Award, presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, 
Kerhonksen, NY, October, 2002. 
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Anne Anastasi’s continuum of experiential specificity for tests of developed ability and the current SAT 

controversy.  Paper presented in the Tribute to Anne Anastasi Symposium at the American Psychological 
Association, Susana Urbina (Chair), Chicago, IL, August, 2002. 

 
Some language issues in educational and psychological testing.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 

American Psychological Association, San Francisco, August, 2001. 
 
Some Thoughts on the Matter of Flagging:  Reactions to a Trial.  Paper presentation to the annual meeting of the 

National Council on Measurement in Education, Seattle, WA, April, 2001. 
 
Some issues in the college use of Advanced Placement tests.  (With D. DePerro.)  Invited presentation to the annual 

meeting of the Middle States Regional Council of the College Board, Baltimore, MD, February, 2000. 
 
Testing individuals who do not fit the mold.  Invited presentation to the Psychometrics program, University of 

Massachusetts, Amherst, MA, October, 1999. 
 
Considerations in adapting intelligence tests:  A focus on the Wechsler Tests.  Invited presentation at the Joint 

European Conference of the International Association for Cross-Cultural Psychology and the International 
Test Commission., Graz, Austria, June, 1999. 

 
A review of some Spanish-language adaptations of some English-language intelligence tests.    Keynote address 

presented at the International Conference on Test Adaptation:  Adapting Tests for Use in Multiple 
Languages and Cultures, Washington, DC, May, 1999. 

 
Psychometric issues in achieving equity in psychological assessment.  In J. Sandoval (Chair), Test interpretation and 

diversity:  Achieving equity in psychological assessment.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of 
the American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August, 1998. 

 
Some Summative Thoughts on Sternberg’s Paper and the Validity of the Graduate Record Examination in Graduate 

Admissions.  In A. R. Fitzpatrick (Chair), Evaluating the predictive validity of the Graduate Record 
Examination.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, San 
Francisco, CA, August, 1998. 

 
An interprofessional project on rights and responsibilities of test takers.  In H.E. Roberts-Fox (Chair), Test-taker 

rights and responsibilities:  Issues and perspectives. Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the 
American Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August, 1998. 

 
Faculty use of the GRE in graduate admissions:  What is the validity?  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 

Northeastern Association of Graduate Schools, Baltimore, MD, April, 1998.  (Also presented to the 
Technical Advisory Committee for the Graduate Record Examination, Educational Testing Service, 
Princeton, NJ, June, 1998) 

 
The Library of the future:  One academic administrator’s reflections.  Keynote address presented at the annual 

meeting of the New York State Library Assistant’s Association, Syracuse, NY, June, 1998. 
 
A brief history of test taker rights and responsibilities:  A call for codification.  In J. Noble, (Chair), The rights and 

responsibilities of test takers.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, San Diego, CA, April, 1998. 

 
Psychometric issues involved in test interpretation for members of diverse groups.  In H. Roberts-Fox (Chair), Test 

interpretation and diversity:  Achieving equity in assessment,  Invited symposium presented at the 
Assessment ’98:  Assessment for change—Changes in assessment conference, St. Petersburg, FL, January, 
1998. 
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A multi-profession project to enumerate the rights and responsibilities of test takers. In K. F. Geisinger & W. 
Schafer (Co-chairs),  Test taker rights and responsibilities,  Invited symposium presented at the Assessment 
’98:  Assessment for change—Changes in assessment conference, St. Petersburg, FL, January, 1998. 

 
Pathways to organizational diversity in the next millennium:  Observations of a personnel testing specialist and a 

college administrator.  Invited address to the International Training Conference on Public Personnel 
Administration:  Human Resource Management—Stepping out of the Box.  Doris T. McGuffey (Session 
Chair).  Minneapolis, MN, September, 1997. 

 
Suggestions for improving test adaptation practice:  Discussant comments.  In H. Swaminathan (Chair), Large scale 

test adaptation projects:  Designs, results, and suggestions for improving practice.  Symposium presented at 
the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Chicago, IL, March, 1997, 

 
Testing accommodations for a new millennium:  Computer administered testing for a changing society.  Invited 

paper presented at the Invitational Conference on Testing and Higher Education, co-sponsored by 
Educational Testing Service and Xavier University, New Orleans, March, 1997.   

 
Development of a statement of test takers’ rights and responsibilities:  Implications for Counselors.  In R. Ekstrom, 

(Chair), The Work of the Joint Committee on Testing Practices.  Invited Symposium at the annual meeting 
of the American Counseling Association, Orlando, FL, March, 1997. 

 
Selected measurement contributions of Harold E. Mitzel.  In M. E. Horan, (Chair), A Tribute to Harold E. Mitzel:  A 

founder of NERA and a leader in educational research.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the 
Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1996, 

 
Development of a statement of test takers’ rights and responsibilities.   Paper presented as Introductory Remarks to 

the Open Conference on Test Taker Rights and at the national headquarters of the American Speech 
Language Hearing Association, Rockville, MD, October, 1996. 

 
The civil service testing of Hispanics.  Invited presentation to the Personnel Testing Council of Metropolitan 

Washington, Washington, DC, September, 1996. 
 
Advances in test adaptation.  Discussant comments.  In W. Camara (Chair), Adapting and translating educational 

and psychological tests:  Issues, technical advances, and guidelines.  Symposium presented at the annual 
convention of the American Psychological Association, Toronto, CA, August 1996. 

 
Testing people who do not fit the mold.  Presidential Scholarly and Creative Activity Award Address presented 
 at the annual Quest conference, Oswego, NY, April, 1996. 
 
The rights of test takers.  Paper presented at the California Test Bureau/McGraw-Hill, Monterey, CA, February, 

1996.  Also presented at Educational Testing Service, Princeton, NJ, June, 1996. 
 
The rights of test takers:  A brief history.  In K. F. Geisinger, (Chair), The rights of test takers. Symposium 

presented at the annual meeting of the American Speech Hearing Language Association, Orlando, FL, 
December, 1995. 

 
The Joint Committee on Testing Standards.  In S. Goldsmith, (Chair), The ABC’s of School Testing:  A 

Videotape.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the American Speech Hearing Language 
Association, Orlando, FL, December, 1995. 

 
The development of a statement of test taker rights.  In W. D. Schafer (Chair), Test taker rights.  Symposium 

presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, 
April, 1995. 

 
Reactions from a member of the development committee.  In C. B. Schmeiser, (Chair), Making the ideal real: 

Dissemination and use of the NCME Code of Ethics.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the 
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National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, April, 1995.   
 
Psychometric and policy issues in the use of tests with individuals with disabilities.  Paper presented at the Joint 
 Conference on Disability Issues sponsored by the American Bar Association, the Association of 
 American Law School, the Law School Admission Council, and the National Conference of Bar 
 Examiners, St. Louis, MO, April, 1995. 
 
A consideration of graduate education.  In V. Hall, (Chair), Graduate education in psychology.  Symposium 

presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, 
October, 1994. 

 
Needed changes in the Revised Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing.  In W. J. Camara (Chair), 

Revision of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing.   Symposium presented at annual 
 conference of the American Psychological Association, Los Angeles, CA,  August, 1994. 
 
A summary of four  reviews of the NCME Code of Professional Responsibility in Educational Assessment.  In C. B. 

Schmeiser (Chair), Membership Forum on the Proposed NCME Code of Ethics.   Symposium 
presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in  Education, New Orleans, 
LA, April, 1994. 

 
Who exactly are the testing police?  In W. C. Camara (Chair), Enforcing Professional Standards in Measurement (or 

Do We Need the Testing Police?).  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on 
Measurement in Education, New Orleans, LA, April, 1994. 

 
The Work of the Joint Committee on Testing Standards:  The ABC’s of School Testing.  In D. K. Smith (Chair),  
 The ABC’s of School Testing:  A video for parents.  Invited symposium presented at the annual meeting 
 of the National Association of School Psychologists, Seattle, WA, March, 1994.   
 
The  NCME Code of Professional Responsibility in Educational Assessment:  Its development and orientation.  In 

K. F. Geisinger (Chair), Reactions to the NCME Code of Ethical Assessment Practices in Education.  
Symposium presented at the annual conference of the Northeastern  Educational Research Association, 
Ellenville, NY, October, 1993. 

 
The study of psychological testing of Hispanics: A beginning with a focus on industrial applications.  Address 
 presented to the SUNY Oswego chapter of Sigma Xi, Oswego, NY, September, 1993. 
 
Two SUNY-Oswego teacher education partnerships.  In J. E. Milley (Chair), “Renewing Partnerships,”  
 Symposium presented at the Teach America II: Implementing Teacher Education Reform  
 Conference, Washington, DC, June, 1993. 
 
Functions and uses of the Code of Ethical Assessment Practices in Education.  In C.B. Schmeiser (Chair),  
 Ethics in Educational Assessment.  Symposium presented at the Council of Chief State School 
 Offices 1993 National Conference on Large Scale Assessment, Assessment: Key to Systematic 
 Change, Albuquerque, NM, June, 1993. 
 
Standards in standardization: United we stand.  Keynote address presented at the annual spring seminar of the 
 Counseling and Psychological Department, Oswego, NY, April, 1993. 
 
Ethics in the professions: The case of educational assessment.  Invited keynote address at the Phi Kappa Phi 
 Initiation Ceremony, Fordham University, New York, NY, April, 1993. 
 
Audiences, functions and uses of the Code of Ethical Assessment Practices in Education.  In C. B. Schmeiser 
 (Chair),  NCME Code of Ethics: Reactions to a draft.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting of  
 the National Council on Education, Atlanta, GA, April, 1993. 
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Using subject matter experts to assess content representation: An MDS analysis.  (With S. G. Sireci.)  Paper 
 presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, Atlanta, GA, 
 April, 1993. 
 
Perspectives on research on teacher education.  Paper presented at the annual convention at the Northeastern 
 Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1992. 
 
Initial validation of placement examinations at a community college.  (With D. G. Seguin & K. S. Sweeney.) 
 Paper presented at the annual convention of the Northeastern Educational Research  
 Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1991. 
 
The psychological testing of Hispanics in industry. Paper presented at the monthly meeting of the  
 Connecticut Applied Psychological Association, New Haven, CT, September, 1991. 
 
Testing LEP students for minimum competency and graduation.  Commissioned paper for the National 
 Research Symposium on Limited English Proficient (LEP) Students’ Issues:  Focus on Evaluation 
 and Measurement, Washington, DC, September, 1991. 
 
Disclosing interpreted test scores to test takers:  What are the problems?  In J. C. Hansen (Chair), Understanding 
 test results:  What should users and examinees know?  Symposium presented at the American 
 Psychological Association, San Francisco, CA, August, 1991. 
 
The graduate admissions process in psychology.  Psi Chi Invited Lecture presented at the annual meeting 
 of the Eastern Psychological Association, New York, NY, April, 1991. 
 
The metamorphosis in test validation.  Invited address presented at the annual convention of the  
 Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, November, 1990. 
 
Selecting and evaluating a site for the annual convention. Paper presented at the annual convention of  
 the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA, March, 1989. 
 
Using standard setting data to establish operational cutoff scores.  In B. H. Loyd (Chair), Practical issues in 
 conducting a standard setting study.  Symposium presented at the annual convention of the 
 National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA, March, 1989. 
 
Legal issues in test construction, validation and use.  Presidential address presented at the annual  
 convention of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, November, 1988. 
 
Post-hoc strategies for insuring and improving content validity. Paper presented as part of a symposium 
 entitled, Issues related to content validation for selection of municipal employees, at the annual 
 convention of the International Personnel Management Association Assessment Council, 
 Philadelphia, PA, July, 1987. 
 
Whither educational research?  Roundtable presented at the annual meeting of the Northeastern  
 Educational Research Association, Kerhonksen, NY, October, 1986. 
 
Grading non-cognitive student behavior:  A construct validation.  (With V. W. Hevern, S. J.)  Paper pre- 
 sented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Washington, DC, 
 August, 1986. 
 
The impact of the 1985 Joint Testing Standards on civil service testing.  Invited address as part of the 
 Visiting Scholar Lecture Series, Department of Personnel, New York, NY, March, 1986. 
 
The relationship and stability of two item-bias detection indices.  (With G. Locke.)  Paper presented at the 
 annual meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago, IL, April, 1985. 
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The microcomputer as a research tool: Statistical packages.  Pre-session presented at the annual  
 convocation of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, 
 October, 1984. 
 
A questionnaire approach to college curriculum evaluation. Paper presented at the annual convocation 
 of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1984. 
 
Ethnic group differences in the personal biserial index.  (With F. J. Breyer).  Paper presented at the annual 
 meeting of the American Educational Research Association, New Orleans, LA, April, 1984. 
 
Public personnel selection testing and the law.  Invited address as part of the Visiting Scholar  Lecture  
 Series, New York City Department of Personnel, New York, NY, April, 1984. 
 
An initial classification of non-cognitive student behavior grading items. (With V. W. Hevern, S.J.)  Paper 
 presented at the annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, Anaheim, CA, 
 August, 1983.  ERIC Document No. PS 014-211. 
 
The relationships of attitudes toward multiple-choice tests and convergent production, divergent pro- 
 duction, and risk-taking.  (With D. T. Horber.)  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the  
 American Educational Research Association, Montreal, Canada, April, 1983.  ERIC Document  
 No. ED 229-435. 
 
Sex: A moderator variable between sex role and statistics performance.  Paper presented at the annual 
 meeting of the Eastern Psychological Association, Philadelphia, PA, April, 1983. 
 
Can scientific thinking be measured?  (With P. Biesmeyer & H. Koritz.)  Paper presented at the annual 
 convention of the National Science Teachers Association and the Society of College Science 
 Teachers, Dallas, TX, April, 1983. 
 
Construct validation of faculty orientations toward grading: An experimental investigation of differential 
 grade assignment.  (With G. Locke.)  Paper presented at the annual convocation of the  
 Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1982. 
 
A validation of the Veterinary Aptitude Test.  Paper presented at the annual convocation of the   
 Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1981. 
 
Development of a scale to measure attitudes toward multiple-choice testing. (With D. Horber.)  Paper 
 presented at the annual convocation of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, 
 Ellenville, NY, October, 1981. 
 
Cross-validation of the factor structure of the McGill Pain Questionnaire.  (With L. A. Bradley, M. Byrne, . Troy, L. 

Hopson Van der Heide & E.J. Prieto.)  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Psychological 
Association, New York, NY, April, 1981. 

 
Grade inflation and the potential for discrimination in graduate admissions. (With D. Grudzina and M. A. 
 Glynn.)  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in  
 Education, Los Angeles, CA, April, 1981. 
 
The differential prediction of graduate school success for experimental and clinical psychology students. 
 (With J. Powell-Kirnan.)  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Educational 
 Research Association, Philadelphia, PA, March, 1981. 
 
A  factor analysis of teachers’ attitudes about standardized testing.  Paper presented at the annual convocation 
 of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, Ellenville, NY, October, 1981. 
 
The incremental validity of an MMPI underachievement scale in predicting academic performance.  (With 
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 T.J. Dignelli.)  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Psychological Association, 
 Hartford, CT, April, 1980. 
 
The language of low back pain: Factor structure.  (With L. Hopson, E.J. Prieto, L. A. Bradley, & M. Byrne.)  Paper 

presented at the annual meeting of the Eastern Psychological Association, Hartford, CT, April, 
 1980. 
 
An MMPI underachievement scale as a predictor of academic achievement among high school students. 
 (With V. Hevern, S.J.) Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
 Research Association, Boston, MA, April, 1980. 
 
Faculty techniques for preventing cheating: Some baseline data.  (With J. J. Maiorca & J. J. Naumann.) 
 Paper presented at the annual meeting of the National Council on Measurement in Education, 
 Boston, MA, April, 1980. 
 
Intra-university variations in grading:  A rationale for differing standards. Paper presented at the annual 
 meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Boston, MA, April, 1980. 
 
Grading and the psychology of motivation.  Invited address to the National Conference on Higher 
 Education, Washington, DC, March, 1979. 
                            
Faculty orientations toward grading at three academic institutions.  (With A. N. Wilson & J. J. Naumann.)   Paper 

presented at the annual convocation of the Northeastern Educational Research Association, 
 Ellenville, NY, October, 1979. 
 
Academic policy and faculty-related changes influencing grading standards. In K. F. Geisinger (Chair), 
 University grade inflation: Documentation, causes, and consequences.  Symposium presented at the 
 annual meeting of the American Psychological Association, New York, NY, September, 1979. 
 
Individual differences among college faculty in awarding grades.  Paper presented at the annual meeting 
 of the National Council on Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA, April, 1979. 
 
Grading policies and grade inflation.  Paper presented at the annual convocation of the Northeastern 
 Educational Research Association.  Ellenville, NY, October, 1978. 
 
Individual differences in calculator attitudes and performance in a statistics course.  (With D. M. Roberts.) 
 Paper presented for presentation at the annual meeting of the American Educational Research 
 Association, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, April, 1978. 
 
A systems approach to item production and review in a computer-managed instruction project.  In H. E. 
 Mitzel (Chair), Mobile education for nurses: Computer-based instruction in support of an extended degree 

program for registered nurses.  Symposium presented at the annual meeting 
 of the American Educational Research Association, San Francisco, CA, April, 1976, ERIC 
 Document No. ED 121-280. 
 
Prayer, biographical background and college experience.  Paper presented at the annual meeting of the 
 Southeastern Psychological Association, Hollywood, FL, May, 1974. 
 
Models for the teaching of graduate-level statistics courses in psychology departments.  In E. J.  
 Robinson, Discussion of the role of the statistics course in psychology.  Symposium presented at  the 

annual meeting of the Southeastern Psychological Association, Hollywood, FL, May, 1974. 
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ADMINISTRATIVE DEVELOPMENT 

 
University of Indiana/Purdue University, The Fund Raising School, Center on Philanthropy.  Principles and 

Techniques  of Fund Raising.  Houston, TX  (March, 2005). 
Lilly Foundation, Building and supporting diversity at church-related colleges and universities, Seguin, TX, 

(March, 2004). 
Council of Independent Colleges and American Association of Academic Libraries, Reforming the academic 

library, San Francisco, CA, (February, 2004). 
Association for Institutional Research & Council of Independent Colleges, Data and Decisions, Denver, CO, 

(September, 2003). 
Council on Independent Colleges, Academic Vice President program entitled Leading from Within, led by Dr. 

Parker Palmer, Kalamazoo, MI (June, 1998). 
Harvard University, Institute for Educational Management (July, 1995) 
University of Massachusetts, Boston (New England Research Center for Higher Education), Defining the 
 Collective Task (March, 1994) 
Council for Advancement and Support of Education (CASE), Major Gift Fund Raising for Deans (May, 1993) 
American Council on Education, Center for Leadership Development, Workshop for Department and Division 
 Chairpersons and Deans (January, 1987) 
Council of Graduate Departments of Psychology, Workshops for Department Chairs (February, 1986, 1987) 
 
 
 

ADMINISTRATIVE ACCOMPLISHMENTS 
 

Buros Center for Testing 

• Brought out the 17th and 18th Mental Measurements Yearbook on time. 

• Organized and ran the first strategic planning in the center’s history to generate a strategic plan (2010). 

• Developed a new, international vision for the Center. 

• Published Pruebas Publicadas en Español:  An Index of Spanish Tests in Print, the first such document 
in existence. 

• Developed plans for a new institute related to assessment literacy and effected them. 

• Developed plans to publish the first ever publication enumerating tests in Spanish. 

• Brought in new clients for assessment outreach and consultation. 

• Set a new course for the types of psychometric consultation that is appropriate given the changes in 
statewide testing under the Common Core. 

• Developed new policies for dealing with test publishers. 

• Performed outreach efforts to work with test publishers in a more effective manner. 

• Hired new directors for institutes within the Center. 

• Developed strategies to identify new test reviewers. 

• Reorganized the meeting schedule of the National Advisory Council to provide additional external 
input. 

• Converted secretarial position to student workers. 

• Brought more than two million dollars of income over expenses over the initial four-year period. 

• Began a process of succession planning. 
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• Updated the data base that keeps the Test Reviews and Information information. 

• Regularized the meeting schedule of our National Advisory Council. 

• Helped graduate assistants receive nationally prestigious summer fellowships. 

• Initiated, organized and ran the first celebration of the Center’s history. 

• Re-oriented the Buros Institute for Assessment Consultation and Outreach to focus more on equating 
and validation. 

• Filed suit against Taylor and Francis and received ownership of the journal, Applied Measurement in 
Education and more than  tripled our income from this work. 

• Developed a leadership team in the Center. 

 

The University of St. Thomas 

• Drafted, proposed and had approved a 5-year plan for the Doherty Library. 

• Served as a primary participant in the SACS reaccreditation process that was completely successful. 

• Partnered with the Museum of Fine Arts to provide all of our students’ free membership. 

• Negotiated approval of the controversial minor academic program, Woman, Culture and Society. 

• Extended partnerships with other Houston museums to extend membership to students. 

• Developed and instituted plan to infuse clerical support for academic units. 

• Led effort with deans to develop policy on the more effective use of adjuncts. 

• Coordinated and organized Chairs Workshop, Fall, 2003. 

• Developed and instituted a plan to reduce Arts and Science faculty teaching loads. 

• Served as member of the Governing Council, Partnership for Quality Education. 

• Hired deans for Schools of Business and Theology. 

• Renegotiated contract with the Diocese of Galveston/Houston for the campus of the School of 
Theology. 

• Proposed new plan for faculty evaluation working collaboratively with the Faculty Senate. 

• Radically increased grantsmanship in Academic Affairs. 

• Advocated for faculty awards in the areas of teaching, scholarship and service. 

• Established a process whereby goals for the Core Curriculum could be identified and agreed upon, to 
lead to the evaluation of the core curriculum. 

• Chaired an ad-hoc committee that developed a new plan for hosting Political Speakers on campus. 

• Provided Faculty Study Day (Convocation) address (Fall, 2001).  Coordinated Faculty Study Day each 
semester. 

• Held monthly open-houses for faculty members. 

• Conducted focused deans’ retreats each semester. 

• Developed and had approved a faculty exchange program with St. Thomas University, New Brunswik, 
CA. 

• Chaired task force on Academic Integrity.  Produced recommendations for change at the University. 
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• Reworked the budget of the Reagan Summer Academy so that we could continue to provide collegiate 
instruction to underserved students from a predominantly Hispanic, urban high school. 

Le Moyne College 
 

• Initiated the O’Brien Faculty Service Award to accompany the Teacher of the Year and Scholar of the 
Year Awards. 

• Upgraded Faculty Convocations as a true “coming together” through use of nationally recognized 
speakers and coordinated workshops. 

• Worked with the Budget Committee and the Vice President for Finance and Treasurer to set aside 
funds for academic equipment (my initiative).  The budget became the first academic equipment 
budget at Le Moyne. 

• Chaired the board of a multi-university consortium (the Syracuse Consortium for the Cultural 
Foundations of Medicine). 

• Developed and implemented a faculty-run assessment plan. 

• Developed plan for, moved through governance, and initiated the Honors House across the street from 
the Campus Center. 

• Developed and submitted a strategic plan for the Academic division.  Began the development of an 
academic plan for the College. 

• Developed a model to help identify the need for faculty lines in academic departments. 

• Infused significant technology into the curriculum through a faculty development program led by a 
faculty member. 

• Proposed and negotiated Academic Librarian Status, and had approved by the librarians, the Faculty 
Senate and the Board of Trustees. 

• Engaged in a re-organization of the Academic Affairs Office that led to the new Assistant Vice 
President for Multicultural Affairs position, a return to a Director of Continuing Education position, 
and elimination of the Special Assistant position.  Served on a committee to re-conceptualize the 
College into (1) Arts and Sciences and (2) Management and Graduate Studies.  Hired an Associate 
Dean to facilitate student-centeredness. 

• Worked with other administrators to increase the student-faculty ratio from 12.5-1 to 15-1, as called 
for by the Board of Trustees. 

• Brought about and/or enhanced on-going discussions regarding new majors in Communications, 
Environmental Science, Global Business, Management Information Systems, Theatre, Nursing, and a 
masters in Accounting. 

• Advanced discussion on campus concerning the arts, internships, international education, increased 
diversity in faculty hiring, and faculty service through my convocation speeches. 

• Worked closely with a faculty committee and with input for the Trustees’ Academic Affairs 
Committee to lead to a plan of action that led to the saving of the Physics major program.   

• Led discussion that led to plans for instructional use of an older cafeteria. 

• Hired a new and outstanding Director of the Madden Center (a business outreach center) from the local 
business community. 

• Initiated accreditation effort of our Education programs through TEAC.  Led discussions culminating 
in the decision to pursue TEAC accreditation.   Moved the Department of Education substantially 
ahead on several fronts through the hiring of a new, outside Department Chairperson. 

• Helped to fashion the Arab Studies program and to get it funded and running. 
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• Worked collaboratively with others to design a new Performing Arts Center and a campus archives. 

• Participated in discussions related to the development of approximately 4 smart classrooms/year. 

• Established annual budget line ($150,000) for academic (e.g., scientific and instructional) equipment, 
not including computers (which are funded from other accounts). 

• Served on a variety of American Red Cross and regional educational boards. 

 
SUNY-Oswego 
 

• Led conversion from a Division of Arts and Sciences to a College of Arts and Sciences through faculty 
governance and administrative structures. 

• Raised initial funding for a speaker series to commemorate the founding of the College of Arts and 
Sciences.  This  series was so successful that it was instituted permanently. 

• Increased faculty diversity significantly through hiring procedures.  The percentages of ethnic minority 
and women tenure-track faculty hires during the 1992-93, 1993-94 and 1994-95 academic years were 
approximately 25% and 50%, respectively.  Increased the number of women chairpersons from 0 to 3 
out of 19. 

• Initiated a Faculty Executive Committee for the College of Arts and Sciences to improve consultation. 

• Led efforts to develop new majors in Journalism, Graphic Arts, Criminal Justice (transformed from 
Public Justice), Human Services, Legal Studies, Human Development, and Language and International 
Trade.  

• Initiated and coordinated the actions leading to the chartering of Phi Kappa Phi (national honor 
society) and the first national interdisciplinary honor society at Oswego) on campus. 

• Raised non-state funds to set up a College of Arts and Sciences Faculty Development Travel Fund. 

• Initiated and conducted annual new chairperson training programs. 

• Organized a development program for all chairpersons from five campuses in the SUNY system.  This 
program was evaluated by participants as being extremely effective. 

• Completed development of a major in Environmental Science. 

• Established a board of local health professionals to provide guidance to the health professions and to 
faculty in the sciences. 

• Worked with the Graduate School Dean at SUNY-Health Sciences Center to initiate a summer 
research and pre-graduate study program for advanced students in biology, chemistry, physics and 
psychology. 

• Co-chaired the Teacher Education Commission (1992-93). 

• Hired new directors for the Tyler Art Gallery and the Rice Creek Field Station. 

• Instituted more balance among teaching, service and scholarly activity through hiring policies, faculty 
development activities, and promotion and retention practices. 

• Worked as part of a team of deans to develop a more flexible faculty workload policy. 

• Initiated the effort to bring a NASA/JOVE to SUNY-Oswego and served as the administrative liaison 
on the JOVE team.  This grant is the first NASA/JOVE grant in SUNY. 

• Served on the Interim Provost Search Committee (1993-94). 

• Developed a proposal, received funding for, and initiated a multi-media Language/Journalism 
laboratory. 
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• Increased the numbers of College of Arts and Sciences students studying abroad through efforts with 
the Office of International Education. 

• Substantially updated technology within department office and science laboratories. 

• Served on numerous charitable and community boards. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC., and 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON MEASUREMENT IN 
EDUCATION, INC., 

Plaintiffs, 

v. 

PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORG, 

Defendant. 

 Case No. 1:14-CV-00857-TSC-DAR 

DEFENDANT-COUNTERCLAIMANT 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORG’S MOTION 
TO STRIKE ECF NO. 60-88, THE 
DECLARATION OF KURT P. 
GEISINGER IN SUPPORT OF 
PLAINTIFFS’ MOTION FOR 
SUMMARY JUDGMENT AND 
PERMANENT INJUNCTION 

Action Filed: May 23, 2014 

 

Defendant-Counterclaimant Public.Resource.Org, Inc. (“Public Resource”) respectfully 

moves to strike ECF No. 60-88, the Declaration f Kurt P. Geisinger In Support of Plaintiffs’ 

Motion for Summary Judgment and Permanent Injunction. 

As described in the attached Memorandum of Law in Support of Defendant’s Motion to 

Strike, Kurt P. Geisinger’s testimony includes new opinions, reasons, and facts that were not 

disclosed in his expert report and must be excluded under Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 37. 

Further, Geisinger is not qualified to testify on the matters contained in the report under the 

standards of Federal Rule of Evidence 702 and Daubert. Mr. Geisinger’s opinions further rest 

uncritically on statements from Plaintiffs’ agents, invade the province of the court, and rest on 

unsupported assumptions, facts, and methods.  For these reasons, Mr. Geisinger’s report should 

be stricken from the record, along with all citations to and quotations of that report in Plaintiffs’ 

Motion for Summary Judgment and Permanent Injunction.  

Public Resource requests an oral hearing on this motion. 
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This motion is based on the enclosed Memorandum of Points & Authorities, the 

Declaration of Matthew Becker and the exhibits attached thereto, Public Resource’s proposed 

Order, the pleadings and papers on file herein, and any further material and argument presented 

to the Court at the time of the hearing.  

 

Dated: January 21, 2016 Respectfully submitted, 

/s/ Andrew P. Bridges 
Andrew P. Bridges (admitted) 
abridges@fenwick.com  
Sebastian E. Kaplan (pro hac vice pending) 
skaplan@fenwick.com 
Matthew Becker (admitted) 
mbecker@fenwick.com 
FENWICK & WEST LLP 
555 California Street, 12th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
Telephone: (415) 875-2300 
Facsimile:  (415) 281-1350 

Corynne McSherry (admitted pro hac vice) 
corynne@eff.org 
Mitchell L. Stoltz (D.C. Bar No. 978149) 
mitch@eff.org 
ELECTRONIC FRONTIER FOUNDATION 
815 Eddy Street 
San Francisco, CA 94109 
Telephone: (415) 436-9333 
Facsimile: (415) 436-9993 

David Halperin (D.C. Bar No. 426078) 
davidhalperindc@gmail.com 
1530 P Street NW 
Washington, DC 20005 
Telephone: (202) 905-3434 

Attorneys for Defendant-Counterclaimant 
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

 
AMERICAN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH 
ASSOCIATION, INC., AMERICAN 
PSYCHOLOGICAL ASSOCIATION, INC.,  
and NATIONAL COUNCIL ON 
MEASUREMENT IN EDUCATION, INC., 
 
 Plaintiffs/Counterclaim Defendants, 
 
v. 
 
PUBLIC.RESOURCE.ORG, INC., 
 
 Defendant/Counterclaimant. 

)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)
)

  
Civil Action No. 1:14-cv-00857-TSC-DAR 
 
 
EXPERT’S DECLARATION AND 
REPORT OF KURT F. GEISINGER, 
Ph. D. PURSUANT TO FED. R. CIV. P. 
26(a)(2)(B) 
 
 

 
 I, KURT F. GEISINGER, Ph. D., declare: 

1. I am currently Director of the Buros Center on Testing and W. C. Meierhenry 

Distinguished University Professor at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. 

2. The following constitutes my expert’s report in this action on behalf of Plaintiffs, 

the American Educational Research Association, Inc. (“AERA”), the American Psychological 

Association, Inc. (“APA”) and the National Council on Measurement in Education, Inc. 

(“NCME”) (collectively, “Plaintiffs”), complaining of certain activities engaged in by 

Defendant, Public.Resource.Org, Inc. (“Public Resource”). 

3. This Declaration and Report contains my opinions to date.  The basis for my 

opinions, the materials I considered in reaching my opinions, and my qualifications for rendering 

such opinions are set forth in this Declaration and attached Exhibits.  I reserve the right to 

supplement my Declaration to address any additional documents and testimony introduced in this 

action that come to my attention between now and the time of any deposition, hearing or trial. 
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My Qualifications 

4. I received my doctoral degree in Educational Psychology in 1977 from the 

Pennsylvania State University, after previously receiving my masters’ degree in Psychology at 

the University of Georgia and my bachelor’s degree from Davidson College (with honors).  I 

also studied German, Psychology and other topics as an undergraduate at the Phillips Universität 

in Marburg, Germany and at Harvard University when I attended the Institute for Educational 

Management in 1995. 

5. Previously, I served as the Vice President of Academic Affairs and Professor of 

Psychology at the University of St. Thomas in Houston, Texas, where I was responsible for four 

academic schools, approximately 200 faculty members, and over 4,000 students.  I also served as 

Academic Vice President and Professor of Psychology at Le Moyne College, Dean of the 

College of Arts and Sciences and Professor of Psychology at the State University of New York at 

Oswego, and Professor of Psychology at Fordham University in New York City, where I was 

department chair for the Department of Psychology and director of the Doctoral program in 

Psychometrics. 

6. Over the past forty years, I have researched, studied, and taught psychometrics. 

Psychometrics, defined in more detail later in this report, is the quantitative study of tests and 

measures in terms of the value, usefulness, and interpretation of the results of such measures.  I 

also am a fellow, diplomate, and member of numerous professional societies involving 

educational and psychological testing, such as the APA (fellow), the American Association for 

Assessment Psychology (diplomate), the AERA (fellow), and the NCME, as well as other 

professional associations.  I have represented the APA by serving on and chairing the Joint 

Committee on Testing Practices (which is separate from the joint committee of the AERA, the 
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APA and the NCME responsible for the 1999 Standards for Educational and Psychological 

Testing) and have served on the APA’s Committee on Psychological Tests and Assessment.  In 

2010, I was elected to serve two terms (2006-2008 and 2009-2011) as the representative on the 

Council of Representatives for the APA’s Division of Evaluation, Measurement and Statistics.  

My second term was cut short by one year when I was elected to serve as a member-at-large on 

the APA’s Board of Directors in 2010, a position I held for a three-year term (2011-2013). 

7. I have authored numerous publications about psychological and educational 

testing.  I have worked at the Educational Testing Service (“ETS”), chaired its Technical 

Advisory Committee for the Graduate Record Examination (“GRE”), served on the Board of 

Directors for the GRE (a Board that I also chaired), and have been a member of the College 

Board, (formerly known as the College Entrance Examination Board) for which I served on its 

SAT Committee (from 2000-2002).  I recently concluded a four-year term (from 2011-2014) on 

the Advisory Research Committee for the College Board, serving the last two years as its chair.  

I currently serve on the Technical Advisory Committee for the Educational Records Bureau.1   

8. In 2010, I was elected to the Council (i.e., Board of Directors) for the 

International Test Commission—the primary international testing body.  In 2012, I also was 

elected as its Treasurer and to serve on its Executive Council.  I am the only American on its 

Executive Council. 

9. I was asked to review and share my comments on chapters of the 1999 Standards 

for Educational and Psychological Testing, published jointly by the AERA, the APA, and the 

                                                            
1 The Educational Record Bureau specializes in the development and use of tests and testing 
products for private and independent educational institutions at the p-12 levels. 
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NCME (the “1999 Standards”).  The Joint Standards2 embody the professionally accepted 

practices for testing and measurement.  One of the chapters I reviewed was based upon the 

testing of individuals with disabilities, an area in which I have engaged in research and have 

served as an expert witness in federal courts as well as state courts in New York, New Jersey, 

and California.  The other chapter related to the rights and responsibilities of test takers.  See 

Exh. A.  I note that the Joint Standards were revised in 2014. 

10. In addition to my 130 plus journal articles and book chapters, I have written, 

edited, or co-edited approximately 15 books and monographs.  The vast majority of these 

publications deal with testing and measurement issues.  For example, I have edited two books on 

the psychological testing of Hispanics and another I co-edited related to fairness in testing.  I also 

have co-edited several books of reviews of published tests and measures.  I also was Editor-in-

Chief for the three-volume Handbook of Testing and Assessment in Psychology (published by the 

APA in 2013).  Additionally, I have been editor of the journal Applied Measurement in 

Education for the past 8 plus years.  Taylor & Francis, in conjunction with the Buros Center for 

Testing, publishes this journal. 

11. I also co-chaired a sub-committee of the APA’s Joint Committee on Testing 

Practices and the overall committee itself that developed a document on the rights and 

responsibilities of test takers (from 1993-2001).  This document has been endorsed by a number 

of professional associations related to proper test use, including the APA, the National 

Association of School Psychologists, the American Counseling Association, and the NCME.  

While chairing the Joint Committee on Testing Practices, the committee developed a book 

entitled Assessing Individuals with Disabilities, in which I wrote a chapter.  I also served on a 

                                                            
2 I use the term Joint Standards to refer to the Standards for Educational and Psychological 
Testing as a whole, not a specific version of the Standards, i.e. 1999 or 2014 
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task force charged to illuminate issues related to the testing of individuals with disabilities as 

well as ethnic minorities. The task force wrote and edited a book entitled Test Interpretation and 

Diversity:  Achieving Equity in Assessment, which was published by the APA’s publication unit 

in 1997.  I authored three chapters in that volume. 

12. I additionally served on an APA task force (from 2007-2010) that considered the 

assessment and intervention of individuals with disabilities.  The results of our work, Guidelines 

for the “Assessment of and Intervention with Individuals with Disabilities,” was published in the 

American Psychologist, the premier publication of the APA (Geisinger et al., 2012) and endorsed 

as the policy of the APA by its governance.  A reference for the American Psychologist article 

may be found on my curriculum vitae, which is attached as Exhibit A. 

13. In the past two years (2014-2015), I have served on two task forces related to the 

use of measures in clinical psychology.  One of these has written a policy, recently accepted by 

the APA’s Board of Directors, that differentiates the use of tests and other measures, for 

screening and assessment, two highly related types of testing, but which differ in specificity and 

focus.  Tests are usually standardized measures that are given to a number of people for a 

specific purpose.  A bar examination would be an example of a test.  Measures are other 

typically quantitative values used to evaluate a person and include tests.  A bathroom scale 

results in a measure (weight), but would not normally be considered as a test. 

14. During 2013-2014, I served on a committee of the Institute of Medicine (a 

component of the National Academy of Sciences) that evaluated the use of psychological and 

clinical neuropsychological measures by the Social Security Administration in determining 

disability status.  The final report, entitled Psychological Testing in the Service of Disability 
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Determination, is in the process of being published, but is also available from the Institute of 

Medicine’s website. 

15. For approximately four years (from 2008-2012), I jointly represented three 

professional associations (the AERA, the APA, and the NCME) in developing the International 

Organization for Standardization’s (“ISO”) first standard on psychological testing.  The results 

of the work of the committee that engaged in this activity was ISO Standard 10677.  The 

standard is divided into two parts.  The first part establishes requirements and guidance for a 

client working with a service provider to carry out the assessment of an individual, a group, or an 

organization for work-related purposes.  ISO 10667-1:2011 enables the client to base its 

decisions on sound assessment results.  ISO 10667-1:2011 also specifies the responsibilities of a 

service provided in terms of the assessment methods and procedures that can be carried out for 

various work-related purposes made by or affecting individuals, groups or organizations.  The 

second part lays out the responsibilities of the service provider in terms of the same assessment 

project. 

16. I also developed or helped to develop a number of testing measures.  Specifically, 

I served as the primary consultant on a number of civil service examinations given in New York 

City for police officer, sergeant, lieutenant, and captain, fire fighter, fire lieutenant, fire captain, 

sanitation supervisor, and a variety of other civil service occupations over a period of at least a 

decade ending in 1992.  I sometimes defended these measures in court.  I also represented the 

Public Service Alliance of Canada against the Public Service of Canada in two cases related to 

their national testing efforts and Disability Rights Advocates with regard to several testing 

disputes concerning individuals with disabilities.  See Exh. A. 
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17. In recent years, my primary efforts have been to assure testing fairness for those 

with disabilities, language minorities, and ethnic minorities. 

18. My curriculum vitae is attached to this Declaration and Report as part of Exhibit 

A. 

19. A list of all publications that I have authored in the past 10 years is included in 

my curriculum vitae.  See Exh. A. 

20. To the best of my memory, during the past 4 years, I have not testified as an 

expert at trial or by deposition.  Previously, I have been accepted as an expert on testing in state 

courts in New York, New Jersey, and California, and in federal courts in New York, New Jersey, 

and Canada.  Within the past four years (2011-2015), I have been identified as an expert in cases 

that were settled prior to trial.  I wrote a report on the use of testing to deny an individual with 

disability benefits for a state agency in Nebraska this past fall, but the matter was resolved prior 

to going to court or arbitration.  In none of these cases have I given deposition testimony. 

21. To explain what psychometrics is, I provide below the first two paragraphs of my 

entry in the Corsini Encyclopedia of Psychology (2010, Wiley, 3rd edition) on the topic of 

“Psychometrics: Norms, Reliability, Validity, and Item Analysis”. 

The field of psychometrics generally considers the data from educational and 

psychological tests and assessments from a quantitative perspective.  Such data normally 

emerges from test responses, although it may come from a wide variety of measurement 

instruments.  Two divisions might be identified within psychometrics: theoretical and 

applied psychometrics.  Psychometric theory (as portrayed by Embretson & Reise, 2000; 

Lord, 1980;  McDonald, 1999; Nunnally, 1978) provides researchers and psychologists 

with mathematical models used in considering responses to individual test items, entire 
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tests and sets of tests.  Applied psychometrics is the implementation of these models and 

their analytic procedures to test data (e.g., Thorndike, 1982). 

22. For over five years (1989-1995), I taught courses for the Cornell University 

School of Industrial and Labor Relations on the topic of affirmative action and equal opportunity 

hiring.  These courses related to the use of tests in a fair and valid way to make personnel 

decisions such as hiring and promotion while attempting to increase diversity and to be in 

conformance with federal laws and guidelines. 

23. I have had past and ongoing relationships, as a member or fellow, with each of the 

three Plaintiff associations.  I currently serve as a committee chair of one of AERA’s divisions’ 

(Division D – Measurement and Research Methodology) International Committee.  I have 

presented at AERA’s annual conferences regularly. 

24. I have served on and chaired NCME’s professional development committee 

(1990-1992), served as a program co-chair for its annual meeting (1993), ran for its board (and 

was defeated) (1993), represented it on the committee that developed its code of professional 

conduct (ethics), and was a representative and advisory board member of a doctoral program in 

psychometrics that was being developed at Morgan State University (2007-2012).  I have 

published in several of NCME’s journals and have served on the editorial committee for the 

journal, Educational Measurement:  Issues and Practice (1992-1995). 

25. I also was elected, and have served, as a member of APA’s Committee on 

Psychological Tests and Assessment (1998-2000); on its Committee on International Relations in 

Psychology (2010); on its Joint Committee on Testing Practices (1992-1996), on its Council of 

Representatives (two terms from (2006-2010) representing the Division of Measurement, 

Evaluation and Statistics; and on its Board of Directors.  I was appointed to serve on APA’s 
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Good Governance Task Force that prepared a plan to reorganize its governance.  I also was 

appointed to serve on perhaps a half dozen APA task forces over the years related to testing 

issues of one type or another (e.g., the testing of individuals with disabilities, the testing of 

individuals who are ethnic minorities, the use of testing in clinical psychology).  I served for 

eight years (from 1992-2000) as a member of APA’s editorial board for its journal, 

Psychological Assessment, and recently served on the committee that selected a new editor for 

that journal.  Further, I served all three of these organizations by representing them on an 

American National Standards Institute (“ANSI”)/International Organization for Standardization 

(“ISO”) committee that developed an international standard for industrial testing. 

Materials that I have Considered 

26. A list of the facts, data, and materials that I have considered in forming my 

opinions in this case is attached to this Declaration and Report as Exhibit B. 

My Opinions Relevant to this Case, and the Basis and Reasons for my Opinions 

27. The Joint Standards serve as the foundation for the testing profession.  It is the 

most authoritative single source about the best practices in testing.  Other associations (i.e., the 

International Test Commission and the American Counseling Association) have much shorter 

and less comprehensive guidelines or standards related to testing or certain aspects of testing, but 

none have achieved the prominence that the Joint Standards currently enjoy.  Also, none have 

the pervasive influence across different aspects of the use of tests.  That is, the Joint Standards 

are appropriate in a wide range of diverse clinical, counseling, educational, and industrial 

settings with a variety of populations.  It is because of the widespread respect in which the Joint 

Standards are held that they are sometimes cited in court cases.  Elaborations of this conclusive 

statement follow. 
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28. I currently direct and have directed for the past nine years the Buros Center for 

Testing, formerly known as the Buros Institute of Mental Measurements.  It was founded some 

80 years ago by Oscar Buros, then a faculty member at the Rutgers University, to be essentially 

the Consumer Reports of the testing industry.  The Buros Center publishes comprehensive, 

critical reviews of testing.  These reviews are available through our published volumes entitled 

Mental Measurement Yearbooks.  I have spoken with the other editors of our primary document, 

the Mental Measurements Yearbook, and we agree that the most commonly cited document in 

the reviews of tests is the Joint Standards.  Those who review tests and testing practices refer to 

the Joint Standards constantly, and this is reflected in our Mental Measurements Yearbooks.  We 

believe it to be the most frequently used comprehensive yardstick against which the quality of 

tests and measures and the quality of test use is evaluated. 

29. In the 1990s, I co-chaired APA’s Joint Committee on Testing Practices (which 

had no direct or formal relationship with the joint committee of the AERA, APA and NCME that 

develops and revises the Joint Standards).  The role of this committee on testing practices was to 

develop documents and products that could improve testing practices.  One document that the 

committee developed and subsequently revised was entitled the Code of Fair Testing Practices 

in Education, a very brief document written for parents and users of educational tests alike.  The 

members of the Joint Committee on Testing Practices agreed that the principles espoused in the 

Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education had to be consistent with the Joint Standards (given 

their pre-eminent status).  I also co-chaired a working group of that committee, which developed 

a document entitled the Rights and Responsibilities of Test Takers.  We began our work this 

document by reviewing everything that the Joint Standards had to say about this aspect of 

testing. 
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30. In the multiple editions of the Joint Standards, various psychometric concepts 

have evolved or changed.  Most testing experts believe that the single most important quality in 

testing is the validity of test scores—that they are used and interpreted in appropriate and useful 

ways.  One can trace the history of our profession’s perceptions of validity and how it may be 

estimated and determined by studying its portrayals throughout the seven versions of the Joint 

Standards that have been published to date. 

31. Background of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, and its 

importance to the testing professions:  The history of the Joint Standards is not brief.  This 

history reflects changes in psychometric technology, our understandings of testing, and 

psychological/educational characteristics, societal fluctuations, technological improvements, as 

well as general zeitgeist differences.  The first set of standards was published in 1954 by the 

APA and was entitled, Technical Recommendations for Psychological Tests and Diagnostic 

Techniques.  Its impact on the testing field was monumental.  Shortly after the publication of this 

volume in 1955, AERA and NCMUE (the original name of NCME was the National Council on 

Measurements Used in Education) published a similar document devoted almost exclusively to 

educational measures entitled, Technical Recommendations for Achievement Tests.  There had 

been collaboration across these organizations in the development of these two initial documents 

(Eignor, 2013).  The three organizations subsequently decided that their work should continue 

collaboratively.  The two preceding documents and their first joint effort all described what test 

publishers should include in their test-related documentation and, to generate such information, 

what research efforts should be made in test development and use. 

32. In 1963, the Joint Committee (across the three associations – AERA, APA and 

NCME) was formed, and the first Joint Standards were ultimately published in 1966 as the 
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Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests and Manuals (the “1966 Standards”).  The 

next effort began only five years after the publication of the 1966 Standards.  The Joint 

Committee worked from 1971 through the publication of their revised Standards in 1974 (the 

“1974 Standards”).  This 1974 set of test standards focused less on documentation and more on 

topics such as how tests should best be developed, used, scored, and results reported.  To 

emphasize the reduced focus on documentation, the title of the 1974 Standards was changed to 

Standards for Educational and Psychological Tests. 

33. In the early 1980s, still another Joint Committee was empaneled and charged with 

the revision of the Joint Standards, a process that concluded with the publication of the 1985 

Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing (“the 1985 Standards”).  This minor 

change in the title from “tests” to “testing” emphasizes the changed focus from the tests 

themselves to the process of, use of, and interpretation of tests and the results of testing. 

34. The 1999 Standards in question in this case held with the same title.  The 

development process of the 1999 Standards began with open meetings where many individuals 

were able to speak to the Joint Committee to provide input into the ways that they believed the 

Joint Standards should change.  I was one such participant at meetings in Alexandria, VA in 

October of 1994.  Whereas the time needed to write the Test Standards had been approximately 3 

years prior to the 1999 Standards, it appears that the time was closer to 4 years before the 1999 

Standards became available. 

35. The revision process for the current Standards that were published in 2014 was 

longer, although the final publication was delayed due to the present dispute with Public 

Resource.  The Joint Committee was formalized in or around 2007, the first meeting was held in 

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 67-5   Filed 01/21/16   Page 13 of 24

JA2816

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 455 of 517



13 
 

January 2008, and the Committee completed its work in 2013.  This revision process took five 

years. 

36. The members of each Joint Committee are all volunteers, but staff support is 

needed.  Not counting the very real costs of contributed staff support, the budget for the Joint 

Committee’s meetings was approximately $400,000.  Had the staff salaries been covered in this 

budget, and had members of the Joint Committee received even minimal compensation for the 

work they performed, the budget for revising and updating the Joint Standards would have been 

approximately $2,000,000.  These costs will continue to increase.   

37. There are several reasons I expect such cost increases.  Testing is becoming both 

increasingly complex and increasingly technological.  For example, 20 years ago all testing was 

“in person” or “paper-and-pencil.”  Now there is testing via computer, testing via tablet, and 

testing via phone, but the “in-person” and “paper-and-pencil” testing method still continues.  

Unproctored testing on the internet is presently the most common type of personnel selection 

testing in non-public settings in the United States.  In northern Europe, the most common type of 

testing is now via the internet.  Secondly, society is putting increasing emphasis upon 

measurement concerns.  Teachers are being evaluated in many settings based upon how their 

students perform on tests.  Every year more professions and positions require tests to justify 

access to positions (e.g., via licensure and certification testing).  As more and more testing cases 

are litigated, the need for clarification of professional practice increases concomitantly.  Finally, 

travel and hotel expenses only continue to rise. 

38. Prior to the 1985 Standards, all of the individual standards composing the 

Standards volume were considered separately as “essential, very desirable, or desirable”.  These 

statements indicated relative degrees of importance.  The 1985 Standards were identified as 
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primary, secondary, or conditional, depending upon both the importance and the nature of their 

use.  Beginning in 1999, no status was assigned to individual standards, a practice that was also 

continued for the 2014 Standards.  I heard informally from members of the 1999 Joint 

Committee that the reason for the change was to de-emphasize the role that the Joint Standards 

might play in litigation. 

39. One can glean from the prior discussion that the Joint Standards are changed and 

updated approximately every 10-15 years.  The revision process has been taking an ever-longer 

amount of time, probably due at least in part to the increased focus on educational testing in the 

accountability movement across education in the United States.  Testing is now used in part to 

affect federal budgets allocated to states to provide education and, for example, for teacher and 

professional staff evaluation.  It is likely that the time frame will continue to increase as the focus 

on educational testing shows no letup in the foreseeable future.  In fact, it is clear that the Joint 

Standards were once revised every 10 years and for the past two revisions, it has taken about 15 

years.  One reason for this temporal increase relates to the complexity of the changes. 

40. Having three important professional associations involved in the development and 

updating of the Joint Standards helps bring much credence to them.  It also, however, makes the 

process more cumbersome due to the communications and decision-making necessitated by 

having three professional associations involved that may all see various professional issues 

differently. 

41. Since the revision of the 1999 Standards, the development of revised Joint 

Standards is controlled by a Management Committee.  The three associations (AERA, APA, and 

NCME) established a Management Committee consisting of three representatives, one from each 

sponsoring organization.  These members are appointed by the Chief Executive Officers of 
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AERA and APA and by the President of NCME.  Each member normally serves a 3-year, 

renewable term.  Members are usually appointed so that terms are staggered, providing for 

continuity.  Members may be reappointed for one additional three-year term, and in years when 

the Joint Standards are in active revision, members’ terms for the duration of the publication 

period may be extended by each sponsoring organization. 

42. Members of the Management Committee oversee all aspects of the Joint 

Standards on an ongoing basis, including, but not limited to: publication and distribution, 

oversight of the Development Fund, protecting the copyright of the Standards, archival activities, 

gathering information about their use, and potential revision issues.  The Management 

Committee represents both the interests of the Joint Standards and the interests of all three 

sponsoring organizations in conducting its administrative duties. 

43. At least once every five years, members of the Management Committee confer 

with the leadership of their respective organizations to assess the need for revision of the Joint 

Standards.  

44. If it is determined that the Joint Standards need revision, the Management 

Committee first appoints co-chairs of a “Joint Committee” that addresses the specifics of the 

revision effort.  In the case of the 2014 Standards, a website was developed whereby members of 

the sponsoring organizations could provide feedback concerning the changes that they believe 

necessary or important.  Following this process, in collaboration with the co-chairs, the 

Management Committee appoints members of the Joint Committee who represent the sponsoring 

organizations.  The Joint Committee provides a structure for communication with the sponsoring 

organizations throughout the revision process. 
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45. One of the reasons that the process is so lengthy is that the Joint Committee is 

composed of nationally prominent experts cutting across clinical psychology, counseling 

psychology, school psychology, industrial/organizational psychology, clinical neuropsychology, 

and educational testing.  The Joint Committee is composed of highly regarded professionals at 

the top of their respective fields, who have specialized knowledge regarding the use of tests and 

measures in their respective disciplines.  Getting such extraordinarily busy individuals to agree to 

serve in a volunteer, unpaid fashion is difficult enough.  Working with their schedules to set up 

meetings when all can attend is administratively an arduous process.  My understanding is that 

the individuals take on this task as service to their profession, their associations, and the Joint 

Standards themselves. 

46. The Management Committee oversees the process throughout the development of 

new standards, and reports back to their respective associations. 

47. The entire Joint Standards revision process is financed through sales of a prior 

version of the Joint Standards.  As noted above, the direct costs for the development process has 

been estimated at $400,000 for the 2014 Standards and between $500,000 and $600,000 for the 

1999 Standards. 

48. What Public Resource did with the 1999 Standards: I reviewed Public Resource’s 

discovery responses and the transcripts (with exhibits) from the depositions of Carl Malamud 

(President and Founder of Public Resource) and Chris Butler (Office Manager of the Internet 

Archive).  In May 2012, I understand that Mr. Malamud purchased a used copy of the 1999 

Standards.  I understand further that he then sliced the printed pages out from their bindings, 

scanned the pages to a PDF file, and posted the file to Public Resource’s website as well as to a 

publicly available collection on the Internet Archive.  See Exh. C at 5-6.  A graduate psychology 
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student who engaged in such actions would probably be dismissed from his or her program.  

Most certainly he or she would be subject to ethics charges that could follow them throughout 

the person’s career. 

49. The PDF file posted to Public Resource’s website and to the Internet Archive 

contained a cover page prepared by Mr. Malamud, leading Internet users who came upon it to 

believe that the 1999 Standards were freely available for download, copying, or whatever use 

someone wanted to make of the text.  See Exh. D.  To the extent that individuals accessed the 

1999 Standards in this fashion, it would appear to be theft of services. 

50. The PDF file with Mr. Malamud’s cover page was posted to Public Resource’s 

website and to the Internet Archive from July 2012 until June 2014.  See Exh. C at 5.  Based 

upon incomplete records provided by Public Resource, during the time it was posted to the 

Internet, the PDF file containing the entire text of the 1999 Standards that was posted to Public 

Resource’s website was accessed by Internet users at least 4,405 times.  See Exh. C at 9-10.  The 

same PDF file containing the entire text of the 1999 Standards that was posted to the Internet 

Archive website was accessed by Internet users at least 1,113 times.  See Exh. E.  No restrictions 

were placed on this PDF file to prevent Internet users from downloading the file to their local 

hard drives or printing it using a printer attached to an Internet user’s computer.  See Exh. F at 

346-47.  These accessions represent considerable lost revenue to the organizations supporting the 

Joint Committee.  However, even if the incomplete records kept by Public Resource and Internet 

Archive were completely accurate, such numbers would not represent the real numbers as lost 

revenue because one person can download the Joint Standards and share them with hundreds of 

colleagues. 
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51. In December 2013, AERA asked Mr. Malamud to remove the 1999 Standards 

from the Internet locations where he posted the document.  He refused.  Ultimately, Mr. 

Malamud did remove the 1999 Standards from public view on the Internet, but only after Public 

Resource was sued for copyright infringement and threatened with a motion for a preliminary 

injunction.  See Exhs. F at 324-26, G.   

52. During his deposition, Mr. Malamud testified that, should Public Resource 

succeed in this litigation, it would be a very easy matter for him to re-post the 1999 Standards to 

his company’s website and to the Internet Archive website.  See Exh. F at 307.  Further, Mr. 

Malamud contemplated that Public Resource might do the same with the 2014 Standards.  See 

Exh. F at 308-09.  Such actions would almost certainly lead to the 2014 Standards being the last 

one developed or published.  I have heard from definitive sources within the three organizations 

(AERA, APA and NCME) that without the revenue from the sale of the Joint Standards, there 

would not be funding from other sources to continue updating them.  There simply would not be 

funding to continue the updates without these needed sales revenues. 

53.   Given the changes happening concomitantly in testing, the testing profession, 

and society generally, the cessation of updates to the Joint Standards would be a travesty.  The 

profession relies on the Joint Standards increasingly in a changing world where high stakes 

decisions are often buttressed by information gleaned from tests and measures.  Indeed, the Joint 

Standards are needed.  The Joint Standards are critically important to professionals who work 

with tests and measures in education and psychology.   

54. Public Resource’s justification for posting the 1999 Standards to the Internet:  It is 

Public Resource’s view that, once the 1999 Standards were incorporated by reference into 

federal and/or state regulations, the 1999 Standards lost their copyright protection.  As a 
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consequence, Public Resource believes that it and others can freely reproduce the 1999 Standards 

(in this case, in electronic format), and post the document to the Internet so that it is freely 

available to everyone.  See Exh. H.   

55. The past and continued harm that electronically reproducing and posting the 1999 

Standards to the Internet will cause AERA, APA and NCME: The three associations that are the 

Plaintiffs in this case (AERA, APA, and NCME) are integrally involved in the revision and 

publishing of the Joint Standards.  I have discussed the prospects of the continuation of the Joint 

Standards with knowledgeable representatives of all three organizations.  I fear that the 2014 

Standards will be the final version should AERA’s, APA’s, and NCME’s copyright infringement 

claims against Public Resource not succeed.  The loss of income caused by the document being 

made freely available has already had a significant and negative impact.  The loss of sales 

revenue negatively affected the three associations' budget for the development of the 2014 

Standards, and cost the associations some credibility for seeming to permit an organization such 

as Public Resource to violate copyrights that the testing profession considers so sacred (because 

tests too are copyrighted).  

56. Almost certainly, none of the three associations would be willing or able to 

finance the continuation of revisions to the Joint Standards if they are made freely available.  

The Plaintiff associations would not be financially able to continue the re-development process 

into the future.  None of the associations would even have the inclination of their governance or 

membership to carry on with publishing the Joint Standards, given the additional burden this 

would place on membership costs. 

57. The past and continued harm that electronically reproducing and posting the 1999 

Test Standards to the Internet will cause to the testing professions and the public: The primary 
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consequences of not revising the Joint Standards would be twofold:  to the public, who are 

impacted by changes in testing practices, and to test users and their clients.  Because of society’s 

reliance on test results, a significant portion of the population is benefitted by proper testing 

practices (e.g., employers select the best and most appropriate job candidates, colleges and 

universities choose the applicants most likely to succeed in their programs, students receive 

credit for their learning, programs can assess their successfulness).  Changes are necessitated to 

testing practices when societal norms and technology change.  Recent editions of the Joint 

Standards have included chapters on the testing of ethnic minorities, individuals with disabilities, 

and fairness, for example.  The Joint Standards represent something of a gold standard to which 

test developers and users aspire.  The Joint Standards also have been modified as the needs for 

various kinds of measurement have changed.  Should the practice of posting the Joint Standards 

to the Internet continue, it is likely that there will be no formally sanctioned process for their 

continuation.  The agency that I run is essentially one for consumer protection.  Without the Joint 

Standards, I fear that many customers (clinical psychologists, counseling psychologists, 

industrial psychologists, school psychologists, test developers, psychometricians, and the 

organizations that each works in) will be the ones losing. 

Conclusions 

58. The Joint Standards represent the single best and most complete statement of how 

tests and other measurements should be developed, used, evaluated, and interpreted.   

The Joint Standards have a long development history (for the social sciences).  It is a history that 

is currently endangered by what I consider copyright theft.  We in academe and the scholarly 

professions often report that all we have is our ideas and our writing.  If someone is able to steal 

our ideas so openly and callously, our professions and indeed our society suffer. 
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59. AERA, APA, and NCME have engaged in a laborious and time consuming 

project (actually a history of projects) that they expected to be rewarded with resultant modest 

revenues.  The vast portion of these revenues has gone to funding the process for the continual 

revision of the Joint Standards.  Without such a revenue stream, the Joint Standards may end 

with the current edition. 

60. If there is not a next edition of the Joint Standards in the 2020s, then needed 

changes in professional practice would not be acknowledged in as formal and yet aspirational a 

manner as permitted by the Joint Standards.  While the Joint Standards are not published to 

make money per se, there is an expectation of modest revenues.  The Joint Standards are 

debated, considered, and written to improve practice.  Funding is needed to continue this effort. 

61. Extremely well qualified members of our professions are willing to volunteer 

their time to serve on the Joint Committee to work on the Joint Standards.  They do so for two 

primary reasons: i) to improve professional practice in their area of expertise, and ii0 to benefit 

their professional associations.  If the latter goal is removed due to lost revenues to the 

professional associations, then the quality of those willing to serve is likely to be reduced.  

People may only engage in this work if they are compensated, which again would be extremely 

difficult given the lack of or severe reduction in revenues. 

62. The current Joint Standards were published in 2014.  Yet the version that Public 

Resource placed on the Internet for free access was the 1999 version of the Joint Standards.  

Unsuspecting people (e.g., students) may well access these freely available standards and believe 

that they are the “current” Joint Standards.  Moreover, given the high stakes nature of our 

society presently, suppose a small test developer (and there are many of them) accessed the 

outdated Joint Standards and used them to develop, use, and/or interpret the results of a test.  It 
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is possible that their decisions and actions would be out of date.  Further, given that the Joint 

Standards have been quoted as having been given great deference by the courts, it is possible 

that should a situation like the above occur, a test developer or test user could be placed in a 

situation whereby the advice that they follow is outdated, perhaps inappropriate advice.  They 

could even be subjected to legal liability for such a well-intended, if somewhat naïve, action. 

63. I expect that when one successively publishes a document and revisions to that 

document, one has a reasonable expectation that the publisher does so on the basis of exclusivity.  

No one else can publish that same document.  The Mental Measurement Yearbooks, which the 

Buros Center for Testing that I direct publishes, lost considerable money in its first four or five 

editions.  We are now publishing the 20th edition, and we have the expectation to earn revenues 

with each successive edition.  I would hope that if someone else would be prohibited from 

simply copying our books and distributing them for free.  The well-earned reputation of solid and 

professional work should be rewarded with an expectation of a fair return.  Giving an item away 

for free, such as the Joint Standards, violates that very principle.  If the revenue loss is serious 

enough, it may remove the desire and expectation for the sponsoring organizations (AERA, APA 

and NCME) to continue publishing the document.  That is exactly the situation in which these 

three professional organizations find themselves. 

Engagement and Compensation 

64. A Letter of Agreement engaging my services in this action and stating the 

compensation that I will be paid for my study and testimony in the case is attached to this Report 

as Exhibit I. 

I DECLARE, und the penalty of perjury, that the foregoing is true and correct. 
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Dated: June l 0, 2015 
Krnt F. Geisinger, Ph. D. 
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List of Materials Considered 

1. AERA, APA and NCME’s Complaint – 5/23/14; 

2. Exhibits A and B to AERA, APA and NCME’s Complaint – the Copyright Registrations 

issued for the 1999 Standards; 

3. The Counterclaim and Answer to the Complaint of Defendant, Public.Resource.Org, Inc. 

(“Public Resource”) – 7/14/14; 

4. AERA, APA and NCME’s Reply to Public Resource’s Counterclaim – 8/21/14; 

5. AERA, APA and NCME’s Amended Disclosures – 05/18/15; 

6. Public Resource’s Initial Disclosures – 05/18/15; 

7. Public Resource’s Amended Interrogatory Answers (1st Set) – 12/15/14; 

8. Public Resource’s Admissions’ Responses – 11/3/14; 

9. Public Resource’s Interrogatory Answers (2nd Set) – 3/2/15; 

10. Public Resource’s Amended Answer to Interrogatory No. 8 – 6/4/15; 

11. AERA, APA and NCME’s Interrogatory Answers – 1/20/15; 

12. AERA, APA and NCME’s Admissions’ Responses – 1/20/15; 

13. The transcript and exhibits from the deposition of the Internet Archive (by Christopher 

Butler) taken on December 2, 2014; 

14. The transcript and exhibits from the deposition of the Public Resource (by Carl 

Malamud) taken on May 12, 2015; 

15. Conversations with Felice J. Levine, Ph. D., Executive Director of AERA.  It is my 

understanding that AERA is the publisher of the 1999 and 2014 Standards; 
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16. DANIEL R. EIGNOR, The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing, APA 

HANDBOOK OF TESTING AND ASSESSMENT IN PSYCHOLOGY, VOL. 1 at 245-250, (K. F. 

Geisinger ed., American Psychological Association, 2013); 

17. SUSAN E. EMBRETSON & STEVEN P. REISE, PSYCHOMETRIC METHODS:  ITEM RESPONSE 

THEORY FOR PSYCHOLOGISTS (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 2000); 

18. FREDERIC M. LORD, APPLICATIONS OF ITEM RESPONSE THEORY TO PRACTICAL TESTING 

PROBLEMS (Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 1980); 

19. RODERICK P. MCDONALD, TEST THEORY: A UNIFIED TREATMENT (Taylor & Francis 

1999); 

20. JUM C. NUNNALLY, PSYCHOMETRIC THEORY (2d ed., McGraw-Hill 1978); 

21. ROBERT L. THORNDIKE, APPLIED PSYCHOMETRICS (Houghton Mifflin Co. 1982). 
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Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 
Sales Report, 1999 Edition 

Period Notes No, of 
Units 

FY 1999 est. 1,768 
FY 2000 est. 3,797 
FY 2001 est. 3,755 
FY 2002 est 5,592 
FY 2003 est. 3,310 
FY 2004 est. 3,218 
FY 2005 Actual 3,803 
FY 2006 Actual 3,888 
7 /1 /06-12/31/06 Actual 2,144 
FY 2007 Actual 3,077 
FY 2008 Actual 3,358 
FY 2009 Actual 2,590 
FY 2010 Actual 3,043 
FY 2011 Actual 2,132 
FY 2012 Actual 1,649 
FY 2013 Actual 1,732 
FY 2014 Actual 855 
Total Units Sold 49,710 

Note: Estimates are based on revenue earned and reported. 
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AP A Membership Statistics 
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Home I Help I Log In I 'JI! Cart (0) JOIN APA 

AMERICAN PSYCHOLOGICAL A SSOCIATION 

Home // About APA //Who We Are II APA History and Archives // 

APA Membership Statistics 

Year I Associates 

2014 7,866 

2013 8,350 

2012 I 8,535 

2011 8,593 

2010 I 9,223 

2009 8,775 --
2008 8,318 

Members 

62,924 

69,248 

70,054 

71,247 

77,508 

78,618 

79,152 

,._ 

Fellows 

4,449 

4,555 

4,491 

4,499 

4,626 

4,626 

4,852 

MEN U ···-
B EMAIL j ® PRINT 

Total 

79,796 

82,153 

83,080 

84,339 

91 ,306 

92,019 

92,322 

2007 1 7,943 ----7-9,4; l _______ ._ __ _ 4,705 92,055 

2006 7,385 4,653 91 ,196 

2005 7,056 4,658 90,256 -
2004 7,144 4,642 I --

90,202 

4,597 1 

79,158 1 

78,542 

78,416 1-
----------------

2003 

2002 ----
2001 30. ,, . ' ' I 

2000 

1999 

1998 

1997 

1996 

1995 

1994 

1993 -
1992 

1991 

1990 

1989 

1988 1 

I 

7,240 

7,507 

7,618 

6,732 

7,068 

7,165 

7,450 

7,841 

7,719 

7,532 

7,295 

7,631 

7,884 

7,903 

8,098 

8,347 

77,938 

77,316 

76,660 

71,847 

72,064 

71,364 1 

70,587 

69,335 

67,063 

64,234 

61,806 

60,892 

60,259 [ ----

58,311 

56,226 

54,644 1 
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89,775 

4,580 89,403 

4,547 88,825 

4,517 83,096 

4,484 83,617 

4,409 82,938 

4,350 82,387 

4,355 81 ,531 

4,316 79,098 

4,242 76,008 -
4,162 73,263 

4,121 72,644 

I 4,059 72,202 '------
4,052 70,266 '-----------
3,997 68,321 '------
4,005 66,996 
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1987 8,823 52,584 3,737 65,144

1986 8,587 50,727 3,832 63,146

1985 8,511 47,901 3,719 60,131

1984 8,539 46,042 3,641 58,222

1983 8,600 44,212 3,590 56,402

1982 8,681 42,071 3,528 54, 282

1981 8,706 40,301 3,433 52,440

1980 8,865 38,675 3,393 50,933

1979 8,909 36,804 3,333 49,047

1978 8,817 34,832 3,242 46,891

1977 8,658 32,797 3,195 44,650

1976 8,278 30,576 3,174 42,028

1975 7,795 28,552 3,064 39,411

1974 7,357 26,644 2,999 37,000

1973 7,052 25,243 2,959 35,254

1972 6,832 23,870 2,927 33,629

1971 6,611 22,526 2,848 31,985

1970 6,532 21,502 2,805 30,839

1969 6,070 19,909 2,806 28,785

1968 5,640 18,889 2,721 27,250

1967 5,219 17,955 2,626 25,800

1966 4,812 17,095 2,566 24,473

1965 4,362 16,664 2,535 23,561

1964 3,791 15,865 2,463 22,119

1963 3,213 15,342 2,378 20,933

1962 2,623 14,931 2,337 19,891

1961 2,033 14,640 2,275 18,948

1960 1,408 14,569 2,238 18,215

1959 744 14,485 2,219 17,448

1958 none 14,474 2,170 16,644

1957 13,457  2,088 15,545

1956 12,503  2,006 14,509

1955 11,579  1,896 13,475

1954 10,567  1,813 12,380

1953 9,233  1,690 10,903

29
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1952 7,927  1,585 9,512

1951 6,979  1,576 8,554

1950 5,775  1,498 7,272

1949 5,299  1,436 6,735

1948 4,493  1,261 5,754

1947 3,583  1,078 4,661

1946 3,344  1,083 4,427

1945 3,161 1,012  4,173

1944 2,948 858  3,806

1943 2,716 760  3,231

1942 2,518 713  3,231

1941 2,254 683  2,937

1940 2,075 664  2,739

1939 1,909 618  2,527

1938 1,715 603  2,318

1937 1,551 587  2,138

1936 1, 431 556  1,987

1935 1,276 542  1,818

1934 1,224 530  1,754

1933 1,135 535  1,670

1932 985 525  1,510

1931 737 530  1,267

1930 571 530  1,101

1929 353 540  893

1928 165 534  699

1927 92 516  608 

1926 41 494  535

1925  471  471

1924  464  464 

1923  457  457 

1922  442  442

1921  424  424 

1920  393  393

1919  372  372

28

27

26

25

23 24

22

20 21

17 18 19

14, 15 16

13

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 67-10   Filed 01/21/16   Page 4 of 10

JA2841

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 477 of 517



APA Membership Statistics

http://www.apa.org/about/apa/archives/membership.aspx[1/20/2016 1:26:25 PM]

1918  367  367

1917  336  336

1916  308  308 

1915  291  291

1914  285  285

1913  271  271

1912  262  262

1911  244  244

1910  228  228

1909  225  225

1908  209  209

1907  209  209

1906  190  190

1905  168  -168

1904  94  -151

1903  135  135

1902  127  127

1901  127  127

1900  127  127

1899  113  113

1898  111  111

1897  87  87

1896  94  94

1895  78  78

1894  67  67

1893  54  54

1892  31  31

1892  42  42 

Footnotes
 Preliminary Meeting.

 First Annual Meeting.

 Figures in parentheses are estimates.

 The first mention of membership appears in a tentative ad interim constitution adopted at the first annual meeting (1892) which
 reads: "The right of nomination for membership is reserved to the Council, the election to be made by the Association."
 (Fernberger, 1932, p. 7-8).

11 12
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 In the first constitution adopted at the third annual meeting (1894) no specific article is concerned with membership. But, in Article
 II, which provides for a council of six members with the president ex-officio, we find as one of its duties that they "shall nominate
 new members" and also that "the resolutions of the Council shall be brought before the Association and decided by a majority
 vote." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 8).

 As early as 1896, one finds that (Lightner) Witmer proposed that "all names nominated by the Council, shall be presented to the
 Association at its opening meeting in written form or visibly displayed upon a blackboard, together with a statement of the
 contribution or contributions to psychology, in virtue of which the persons named are eligible to Membership, and that the final
 action upon such names shall be taken by the Association at the final business meeting." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 8).

 Perhaps because of (Lightner) Witmer's motion the previous year, it was voted in 1897 "that nomination blanks be provided by the
 Secretary with spaces for the name, official position and publications of the candidate and the names of two proposers, members of
 the Association; such blanks to be filled in and sent to the Secretary before the meeting and to be read before the Association
 when the name of such candidate comes up for election." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 8).

 Council decided in the future to define the qualifications and make them more difficult. This was accomplished in 1906 by a formal
 announcement of the council to the association of the principles which guided them in nominating or declining to nominate
 individuals proposed for membership. "The Constitution reads that those are eligible for membership who are engaged in 'the
 advancement of Psychology as Science.' In interpreting the Constitution the Council has, historically and consistently, recognized
 two sorts of qualifications for membership: professional occupation in psychology and research. The Council now adheres to a
 somewhat strict interpretation of the former of these qualifications so that, in the absence of research, positions held in related
 branches such as philosophy and education, or temporary positions, such as assistantships in psychology, are not regarded as
 qualifying candidates for membership." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 9).

 "The Council having for some years back experienced frequent difficulty in securing adequate information regarding applicants for
 membership in the Association made public the following announcement: The Council requests that all recommendations for
 membership in the Association submitted to the Secretary at least one month in advance of the time of election, and that these
 recommendations be accompanied by Statement of the candidate's professional position and by copies of published researches."
 (Fernberger, 1932, p. 9).

 In 1915, at the end of this low period, (Charles) Judd questioned the council's interpretation of a statement regarding
 requirements of candidates for admission to membership in the association and moved that it be the sense of the association that
 the statement appended to Article I of the Constitution defining 'temporary positions' should be interpreted to include under this
 head the position of instructor." The motion was carried and we see, for the first time, the association as a whole, rather than the
 council, initiating a definition of qualifications for membership. This motion defines an instructorship as a temporary position and
 hence, for a younger man, throws still greater emphasis on the question of publication. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 10).

 In the next year (1916) the council again initiates a move for greater standardization as follows: "A proposal for membership,
 signed by at least two members of the Association, must be submitted to the Secretary, for the Council at least one month in
 advance of the annual meeting. The proposal must be accompanied by (1) a statement of the candidate's professional position and
 degrees, naming the institutions by which and the dates when, conferred, and (2) by copies of his published researches. In the
 absence of acceptable publications of a psychological character, or a permanent position in psychology, the conditions of
 membership will not be regarded as having been fulfilled." This announcement merely still further defined Judd's motion of the year
 before and for the first time specifically mentions academic degrees. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 10).

 In the same year (1916) the council also announced that "Proposals to membership that are unfavorably acted upon by the
 Council must be renewed for action at a subsequent meeting." (Fernberger, 1933, p. 10).

 In this year (1920) it was voted "that a committee of three, including the Secretary, be appointed by the President to revise the
 requirements for membership and to report at the next annual meeting of the Association." Boring was appointed chairman with
 Dunlap and Terman as the committee. It was also proposed and voted that this be referred to the new committee, that foreign
 members be not elected to active membership but "that distinguished psychologists in foreign countries be elected, upon
 recommendation of the Council, corresponding members of the Association and that such corresponding members be not subject
 to the payment of dues." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 11).

 In 1921 this committee reported and the report was adopted by the association in part only. The committee recommended two
 grades of membership, members and fellows. The recommendation was for the creation of 100 fellows within the membership of
 the association and asked for a new committee to consider the mode of election of these fellows, their qualifications, functions, etc.
 (Fernberger, 1932, p. 11).

 But the first part of the report, which was adopted and became law, more fully and clearly defines qualifications for membership.
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 In a preamble the committee states: "The Committee believes further that the qualifications should be formulated in accordance
 with the object of the Association, ' the advancement of psychology as a science ' as stated in the Constitution; and they believe
 that this end will be most readily secured by placing emphasis upon scientific publication. They believe further that the time has
 come to abandon professional position or title as a basis for election on account of the reason that the multiplication of special
 positions, especially in nonacademic fields of psychology, makes the interpretation of the significance of position impracticable." In
 order to enforce this point of view, the Association adopted the Committee's specific recommendations for qualifications for
 members the establishment of an 'associate' grade of membership and to report to the 1924 meeting with recommendations."
 (Fernberger, 1932, p. 11-12).

 The Association adopted the committee's specific recommendations for qualifications for membership which were "(1) acceptable
 published research of a psychological character and (2) of the degree of the Doctor of Philosophy, based in part on a psychological
 dissertation." The question of the degree may be waived by the council in special cases providing it states its reasons when making
 the nomination. And further "(3) it is also expected that the Council shall assure itself that the nominee is actively engaged in
 psychological work at the time of the nomination." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 12).

 1924: At the meeting the year before it was decided that nominations must be made "not later than March 15 of the year in which
 the nomination is to be first acted upon." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 12).

 1923: the Council shall have power to defer action upon such proposals for membership as it deems necessary providing,
 however, that the third annual meeting after the original receipt of the nomination papers, it must decide either to present or not to
 present the candidate's name to the Association. A proposal for membership cannot be reviewed until two years have elapsed after
 the Council's action upon it." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 12).

 1923: It was voted that a committee of three be appointed "to consider the advisability of the establishment of an 'associate'
 grade of membership and to report to the 1924 meeting with recommendations." Boring was appointed chairman of this committee
 with F. L. Wells and Hunter. The report, which was a lengthy one, was presented in 1924 and printed in the Proceedings. The
 committee "are unanimous in the opinion that the purposes of the Association will be served by the creation of a class of
 Associates " because the growth of psychology has "created distinct groups of persons engaged in psychological work of a
 scientific character at less advanced levels" so that the fundamental requirements of membership can no longer be met by this
 group. Hence the Committee proposes a class of Associates eligible under the following qualifications: "(1) any person devoting full
 time to work that is primarily psychological; (2) any person with the degree of Doctor of Philosophy, based in part upon a
 psychological dissertation and conferred by a graduate school of recognized standing, or (3) scientists, educators or distinguished
 persons, whom the Council may recommend for sufficient reason." (Fernberger, 1932, p. 12).

 The exclusionary tendency that predominated the first two decades of the 20  century was to eliminate from membership
 individuals who were not directly involved in psychological pursuits. The Definition of Psychology officially hinged on the
 terminology of the association's constitution as "The Advancement of Psychology as a Science," which was primarily that of
 academic psychology involved in research, primarily experimental research. In general, it was the individuals on the periphery of
 psychology who were eliminated, those with a non professional, amateur's interest in the field, and those primarily involved in
 philosophy. (Evans, 1992, p. 78).

 The committee then further recommends certain methods of application of the change. The application for associateship may be
 made by the candidate rather than by two proposers as for membership. But two endorsers must be specified by the applicant with
 whom the council may (and always did) communicate. The application must be received by October 1 instead of March 15 as for
 Members. The council is to consider all applications for associateship and recommend to the association which elects. The
 associates to have the right of the floor at the annual meetings and the right participate in the programs but are not entitled to hold
 office or to vote. Upon the recommendation of the council and by the majority vote of the annual meeting an associateship may be
 terminated. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 13).

 The necessary by-laws and constitutional changes were passed for the first time in 1924 and received the necessary second
 passage in 1925. Immediately and at the same meeting these changes the by-laws became effective by the election of forty-five
 associates. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 13).

 The committee suggests a form by means of which associates may apply for membership. This is to be accomplished by having
 all associates asked each year if they care to make application for membership. The committee also suggested a similar form of
 application blank for both grades. The changes were passed in 1927 on its second reading. This change had the effect of still
 further raising the qualifications for Membership by defining a policy of the council demanding at least two publications beyond the
 doctorate thesis. It makes the date of application for both grades uniform with a closing on March 15th. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 14).

 The council in 1927 were willing to recommend only a relatively few associates for membership inasmuch as they were not
 willing to construe graduate work as "devoting full time to professional work in psychology." Hence in this year a change was made
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Fellow. Holder of Doctoral degree based in part of a dissertation psychological in nature, prior membership as an associate
 and acceptable, published research beyond the dissertation or four years of acceptable professional experience. The
 nomination was made by a Division to the Board of Directors, which, if approved was recommended to the council.

Associate. Holder of a doctorate or completion of two years of graduate work in psychology, or completion of the year of
 graduate study and one year of professional experience; or that the individual be a distinguished person recommended by
 the board of directors.

Life Member. A fellow or and associate for 25 years and attainment at age 65.

 in the by-laws which changed this qualification to read "who have had at least one full year of graduate work in psychology in a
 recognized graduate school or who at the time of application are devoting full time to professional or graduate work in psychology."
 (Fernberger, 1932, p. 14).

 In 1928 a new mechanism for handling nominations was approved by the council. According to this new method, which is still in
 practice, the Secretary first reviews each nomination. For those cases where there is no question that the candidate is eligible for
 associateship but not for membership (and this includes the great majority of the cases) the secretary himself approves the
 nomination and writes to so inform the candidate, telling him that if he objects to this ruling and insists upon being considered for
 membership, that his case will be presented to the council. For all other cases, those who seem to be eligible for membership and
 those whom the secretary considers are not qualified for associateship, the former method of submitting transcripts for the
 consideration of the council is followed. (Fernberger, 1932, p. 15).

 1) The association shall consist of three classes of persons: first, members, second, associates and third, honorary members. 2)
 Members of the association shall be persons who are primarily engaged in the advancement of psychology as a science. 3)
 Associates shall be such other persons as are interested in the advancement of Psychology as a science and who desire affiliation
 with the association for this reason. Three honorary members shall be persons, who having reached the age of seventy years and
 having been members for at least twenty years, request such status. (APA Yearbook, 1938, pgs. 14-15).

 The association shall consist of three classes of persons: first, members, second, associates and third, life members. Four life
 members shall be persons who, having reached the ages of seventy years and having been members of the association for at least
 twenty years, request such status. (APA Yearbook, 1939, pg. 21).

 The association shall consist of three classes of members: Fellows, associates and life members. Two fellows of the association
 shall be persons who are primarily engaged in the advancement of psychology as a profession..(APA Yearbook, 1946-1947, p. 26).

 1954, the council formally requested the Policy and Planning board to study the standards for membership, which, at that time,
 were those set forth in article II of the original (1946) bylaws. These classes of Membership were defined as follows:

As a result of its deliberations, the Policy and Planning board recommended to the Board of Directors that the categories be revised.
 After some years of debate, the Council approved three classes of membership: fellow, member and associate. On approval by the
 membership, this change went into effect at the beginning of 1958. Standards for Fellow were strengthened by requiring the
 nominating division to furnish the Membership Committee with clear evidence of the candidate's unusual or outstanding
 accomplishment in Psychology. The new category of member required the doctorate, thus preserving the time-honored criterion.
 The class of associate was continued for subdoctoral psychologist, but it was stipulated that when an associate was awarded the
 doctorate, he or she would automatically be raised to member. The life member category was dropped, but waiver of dues, when
 requested, for members over 65 years of age and with 25 years of membership were retained. Various types of affiliates, such as
 student, division and foreign were recognized, but, as in 1945, they were not counted as members of the association. (Evans,
 1992, p. 182-183).

 Member: The minimum standard for election to member status is receipt of the doctoral degree based in part on a psychological
 dissertation or based on other evidence of proficiency in psychological scholarship. The doctoral degree must be received from a
 program primarily psychological in content and must be conferred by a graduate or professional school that (a) is regionally
 accredited or (b) has achieved such accreditation within five years of the year the doctorate was granted, or (c) is a school of
 equivalent standing outside of the United States. All members may vote and hold office in the association. (Directory, 2001, p. IX).

 Associate Member: To become an associate member, an applicant must meet one of two sets of requirements: (a) must have
 completed two years of graduate work in psychology at a regionally accredited graduate or professional school or (b) must have
 received the master's degree in psychology from a regionally accredited graduate or professional school. Associate members
 initially may not vote or hold office in APA. After five consecutive years of membership, associate members may vote. (Directory,
 2001, p. IX).

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC   Document 67-10   Filed 01/21/16   Page 8 of 10

JA2845

• 

• 

• 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 481 of 517



AP A M embership Statistics 
Case 1:14-cv-00857-TSC Document 67-10 Filed 01/21/16 Page 9 of 10 

32 Fellow: Qualified members, may, on nomination by an APA division and election by the Council of Representatives, become 
fellows of the APA. Candidates for fellows status must previously have been members for at least one full year, have a doctoral 
degree in psychology and at least five years of acceptable experience beyond that degree, hold membership in the nominating 
division, and present evidence of unusual or outstanding contribution or performance in the field of psychology. Fellows may vote 
and hold office. (Directory, 2001, p. IX). 
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United States Capitol 

Washington, D.C. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Speaker, Mr. Vice President, members of Congress, distinguished 

guests, and fellow Americans: 

Last month, I went to Andrews Air Force Base and welcomed home some of our last troops to 

serve in Iraq. Together, we offered a final , proud salute to the colors under which more than a 

million of our fellow citizens fought -- and several thousand gave their lives. 

We gather tonight knowing that this generation of heroes has made the United States safer 

and more respected around the world . (Applause.) For the first time in nine years, there are 

no Americans fighting in Iraq. (Applause.) For the first time in two decades Osama bi 

Laden is not a threat to this count . (Applause.) Most of al Qaeda's top lieutenants have 

been defeated. The Taliban's momentum has been broken, and some troops in Afghanistan 

have begun to come home. 

These achievements are a testament to the courage, selflessness and teamwork of America's 

Armed Forces. At a time when too many of our institutions have let us down, they exceed all 

expectations. They're not consumed with personal ambition. They don't obsess over their 

differences. They focus on the mission at hand . They work together. 

Imagine what we could accomplish if we followed their example. (Applause.) Think about the 

JA2854 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-miion-adch·ess[l/20/2016 8: 50:31 PM) 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 490 of 517



Remarks by the President in State of the Union Address | whitehouse.gov

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-address[1/20/2016 8:50:31 PM]

 America within our reach:  A country that leads the world in educating its people.  An America
 that attracts a new generation of high-tech manufacturing and high-paying jobs.  A future
 where we’re in control of our own energy, and our security and prosperity aren’t so tied to
 unstable parts of the world.  An economy built to last, where hard work pays off, and
 responsibility is rewarded.

We can do this.  I know we can, because we’ve done it before.  At the end of World War II,
 when another generation of heroes returned home from combat, they built the strongest
 economy and middle class the world has ever known.  (Applause.)  My grandfather, a veteran
 of Patton’s Army, got the chance to go to college on the GI Bill.  My grandmother, who worked
 on a bomber assembly line, was part of a workforce that turned out the best products on
 Earth.

The two of them shared the optimism of a nation that had triumphed over a depression and
 fascism.  They understood they were part of something larger; that they were contributing to a
 story of success that every American had a chance to share -- the basic American promise
 that if you worked hard, you could do well enough to raise a family, own a home, send your
 kids to college, and put a little away for retirement.

The defining issue of our time is how to keep that promise alive.  No challenge is more
 urgent.  No debate is more important.  We can either settle for a country where a shrinking
 number of people do really well while a growing number of Americans barely get by, or we can
 restore an economy where everyone gets a fair shot, and everyone does their fair share, and
 everyone plays by the same set of rules.  (Applause.)  What’s at stake aren’t Democratic
 values or Republican values, but American values.  And we have to reclaim them.

Let’s remember how we got here.  Long before the recession, jobs and manufacturing began
 leaving our shores.  Technology made businesses more efficient, but also made some jobs
 obsolete.  Folks at the top saw their incomes rise like never before, but most hardworking
 Americans struggled with costs that were growing, paychecks that weren’t, and personal debt
 that kept piling up.

In 2008, the house of cards collapsed.  We learned that mortgages had been sold to people
 who couldn’t afford or understand them.  Banks had made huge bets and bonuses with other
 people’s money.  Regulators had looked the other way, or didn’t have the authority to stop the
 bad behavior.

It was wrong.  It was irresponsible.  And it plunged our economy into a crisis that put millions
 out of work, saddled us with more debt, and left innocent, hardworking Americans holding the
 bag.  In the six months before I took office, we lost nearly 4 million jobs.  And we lost another
 4 million before our policies were in full effect.
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Those are the facts.  But so are these:  In the last 22 months, businesses have created more
 than 3 million jobs.  (Applause.)

Last year, they created the most jobs since 2005.  American manufacturers are hiring again,
 creating jobs for the first time since the late 1990s. Together, we’ve agreed to cut the deficit
 by more than $2 trillion.  And we’ve put in place new rules to hold Wall Street accountable, so
 a crisis like this never happens again.  (Applause.)

The state of our Union is getting stronger.  And we’ve come too far to turn back now.  As long
 as I’m President, I will work with anyone in this chamber to build on this momentum.  But I
 intend to fight obstruction with action, and I will oppose any effort to return to the very same
 policies that brought on this economic crisis in the first place.  (Applause.)

No, we will not go back to an economy weakened by outsourcing, bad debt, and phony
 financial profits.  Tonight, I want to speak about how we move forward, and lay out a blueprint
 for an economy that’s built to last -– an economy built on American manufacturing, American
 energy, skills for American workers, and a renewal of American values.

Now, this blueprint begins with American manufacturing.

On the day I took office, our auto industry was on the verge of collapse.  Some even said we
 should let it die.  With a million jobs at stake, I refused to let that happen.  In exchange for
 help, we demanded responsibility.  We got workers and automakers to settle their
 differences.  We got the industry to retool and restructure.  Today, General Motors is back on
 top as the world’s number-one automaker.  (Applause.)  Chrysler has grown faster in the U.S.
 than any major car company.  Ford is investing billions in U.S. plants and factories.  And
 together, the entire industry added nearly 160,000 jobs.

We bet on American workers.  We bet on American ingenuity.  And tonight, the American auto
 industry is back.  (Applause.)

What’s happening in Detroit can happen in other industries.  It can happen in Cleveland and
 Pittsburgh and Raleigh.  We can’t bring every job back that’s left our shore.  But right now, it’s
 getting more expensive to do business in places like China.  Meanwhile, America is more
 productive.  A few weeks ago, the CEO of Master Lock told me that it now makes business
 sense for him to bring jobs back home.  (Applause.)  Today, for the first time in 15 years,
 Master Lock’s unionized plant in Milwaukee is running at full capacity.  (Applause.)

So we have a huge opportunity, at this moment, to bring manufacturing back.  But we have to
 seize it.  Tonight, my message to business leaders is simple:  Ask yourselves what you can do
 to bring jobs back to your country, and your country will do everything we can to help you
 succeed.  (Applause.)
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We should start with our tax code.  Right now, companies get tax breaks for moving jobs and
 profits overseas.  Meanwhile, companies that choose to stay in America get hit with one of the
 highest tax rates in the world.  It makes no sense, and everyone knows it.  So let’s change it.

First, if you’re a business that wants to outsource jobs, you shouldn’t get a tax deduction for
 doing it.  (Applause.)  That money should be used to cover moving expenses for companies
 like Master Lock that decide to bring jobs home.  (Applause.)

Second, no American company should be able to avoid paying its fair share of taxes by
 moving jobs and profits overseas.  (Applause.)  From now on, every multinational company
 should have to pay a basic minimum tax.  And every penny should go towards lowering taxes
 for companies that choose to stay here and hire here in America.  (Applause.)

Third, if you’re an American manufacturer, you should get a bigger tax cut.  If you’re a high-
tech manufacturer, we should double the tax deduction you get for making your products here.
 And if you want to relocate in a community that was hit hard when a factory left town, you
 should get help financing a new plant, equipment, or training for new workers.  (Applause.)

So my message is simple.  It is time to stop rewarding businesses that ship jobs overseas,
 and start rewarding companies that create jobs right here in America.  Send me these tax
 reforms, and I will sign them right away.  (Applause.)

We’re also making it easier for American businesses to sell products all over the world. Two
 years ago, I set a goal of doubling U.S. exports over five years.  With the bipartisan trade
 agreements we signed into law, we’re on track to meet that goal ahead of schedule.
 (Applause.)  And soon, there will be millions of new customers for American goods in
 Panama, Colombia, and South Korea.  Soon, there will be new cars on the streets of Seoul
 imported from Detroit, and Toledo, and Chicago.  (Applause.)

I will go anywhere in the world to open new markets for American products.  And I will not
 stand by when our competitors don’t play by the rules.  We’ve brought trade cases against
 China at nearly twice the rate as the last administration –- and it’s made a difference.
 (Applause.)  Over a thousand Americans are working today because we stopped a surge in
 Chinese tires.  But we need to do more.  It’s not right when another country lets our movies,
 music, and software be pirated.  It’s not fair when foreign manufacturers have a leg up on ours
 only because they’re heavily subsidized.

Tonight, I’m announcing the creation of a Trade Enforcement Unit that will be charged with
 investigating unfair trading practices in countries like China.  (Applause.)  There will be more
 inspections to prevent counterfeit or unsafe goods from crossing our borders.  And this
 Congress should make sure that no foreign company has an advantage over American
 manufacturing when it comes to accessing financing or new markets like Russia.  Our workers
 are the most productive on Earth, and if the playing field is level, I promise you -– America will
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 always win.  (Applause.)

I also hear from many business leaders who want to hire in the United States but can’t find
 workers with the right skills.  Growing industries in science and technology have twice as
 many openings as we have workers who can do the job.  Think about that –- openings at a
 time when millions of Americans are looking for work.  It’s inexcusable.  And we know how to
 fix it.

Jackie Bray is a single mom from North Carolina who was laid off from her job as a mechanic.
 Then Siemens opened a gas turbine factory in Charlotte, and formed a partnership with
 Central Piedmont Community College.  The company helped the college design courses in
 laser and robotics training.  It paid Jackie’s tuition, then hired her to help operate their plant.

I want every American looking for work to have the same opportunity as Jackie did. Join me
 in a national commitment to train 2 million Americans with skills that will lead directly to a job.
 (Applause.)  My administration has already lined up more companies that want to help.  Model
 partnerships between businesses like Siemens and community colleges in places like
 Charlotte, and Orlando, and Louisville are up and running.  Now you need to give more
 community colleges the resources they need to become community career centers -– places
 that teach people skills that businesses are looking for right now, from data management to
 high-tech manufacturing.

And I want to cut through the maze of confusing training programs, so that from now on,
 people like Jackie have one program, one website, and one place to go for all the information
 and help that they need.  It is time to turn our unemployment system into a reemployment
 system that puts people to work.  (Applause.)

These reforms will help people get jobs that are open today.  But to prepare for the jobs of
 tomorrow, our commitment to skills and education has to start earlier.

For less than 1 percent of what our nation spends on education each year, we’ve convinced
 nearly every state in the country to raise their standards for teaching and learning -- the first
 time that’s happened in a generation.

But challenges remain.  And we know how to solve them.

At a time when other countries are doubling down on education, tight budgets have forced
 states to lay off thousands of teachers.  We know a good teacher can increase the lifetime
 income of a classroom by over $250,000.  A great teacher can offer an escape from poverty to
 the child who dreams beyond his circumstance.  Every person in this chamber can point to a
 teacher who changed the trajectory of their lives.  Most teachers work tirelessly, with modest
 pay, sometimes digging into their own pocket for school supplies -- just to make a difference.
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Teachers matter. So instead of bashing them, or defending the status quo, let's offer schools 

a deal. Give them the resources to keep good teachers on the job, and reward the best ones. 

(Applause.) And in return, grant schools flexibility: to teach with creativity and passion; to 

stop teaching to the test; and to replace teachers who just aren't helping kids learn . hat's a 

bargain worth making. (Applause.) 

We also know that when students don't walk away from their education, more of them walk 

the stage to get their diploma. When students are not allowed to drop out, they do better. o 

tonight I am ro osing that every state -- eve state -- requires that all students stay in high 

school until they graduate or turn 18. (Applause.) 

When kids do graduate, the most daunting challenge can be the cost of college. IA.t a time 

when Americans owe more in tu ition debt than credit card debt th is Congress needs to sto 

the interest rates on student loans from doubl ing in July. (Applause.) 

Extend the tuition tax credit we started that saves millions of middle-class families thousands 

of dollars, and give more young people the chance to earn their way through college by 

doubling the number of work-study jobs in the next five years. (Applause.) 

Of course, it's not enough for us to increase student aid. We can't just keep subsidizing 

skyrocketing tuition; we'll run out of money. States also need to do their part, by making 

higher education a higher priority in their budgets. And colleges and universities have to do 

their part by working to keep costs down. 

Recently, I spoke with a group of college presidents who've done just that. Some schools 

redesign courses to help students finish more quickly. Some use better technology. The 

point is, it's possible. So let me put colleges and universities on notice: If you can't stop 

tuition from going up, the funding you get from taxpayers will go down. (Applause.) Higher 

education can't be a luxury - it is an economic im erative that every family in America should 

be able to afford. 

Let's also remember that hundreds of thousands of talented, hardworking students in this 

country face another challenge: the fact that they aren't yet American citizens. Many were 

brought here as small children, are American through and through, yet they live every day with 

the threat of deportation. Others came more recently, to study business and science and 

engineering, but as soon as they get their degree, we send them home to invent new products 

and create new jobs somewhere else. 

That doesn't make sense. 

I believe as strongly as ever that we should take on illegal immigration. That's why my 

administration has put more boots on the border than ever before. That's why there are fewer 

illegal crossings than when I took office. The opponents of action are out of excuses. We 

JA2859 
https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-miion-adch·ess[l/20/2016 8: 50:31 PM) 

USCA Case #17-7035      Document #1715850            Filed: 01/31/2018      Page 495 of 517



Remarks by the President in State of the Union Address | whitehouse.gov

https://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2012/01/24/remarks-president-state-union-address[1/20/2016 8:50:31 PM]

 should be working on comprehensive immigration reform right now.  (Applause.)

But if election-year politics keeps Congress from acting on a comprehensive plan, let’s at least
 agree to stop expelling responsible young people who want to staff our labs, start new
 businesses, defend this country.  Send me a law that gives them the chance to earn their
 citizenship.  I will sign it right away.  (Applause.)

You see, an economy built to last is one where we encourage the talent and ingenuity of every
 person in this country.  That means women should earn equal pay for equal work.
 (Applause.)  It means we should support everyone who’s willing to work, and every risk-taker
 and entrepreneur who aspires to become the next Steve Jobs.

After all, innovation is what America has always been about.  Most new jobs are created in
 start-ups and small businesses.  So let’s pass an agenda that helps them succeed.  Tear
 down regulations that prevent aspiring entrepreneurs from getting the financing to grow.
 (Applause.)  Expand tax relief to small businesses that are raising wages and creating good
 jobs.  Both parties agree on these ideas.  So put them in a bill, and get it on my desk this
 year.  (Applause.)

Innovation also demands basic research.  Today, the discoveries taking place in our federally
 financed labs and universities could lead to new treatments that kill cancer cells but leave
 healthy ones untouched.  New lightweight vests for cops and soldiers that can stop any bullet.
 Don’t gut these investments in our budget.  Don’t let other countries win the race for the
 future.  Support the same kind of research and innovation that led to the computer chip and
 the Internet; to new American jobs and new American industries.

And nowhere is the promise of innovation greater than in American-made energy.  Over the
 last three years, we’ve opened millions of new acres for oil and gas exploration, and tonight,
 I’m directing my administration to open more than 75 percent of our potential offshore oil and
 gas resources.  (Applause.)  Right now -- right now -- American oil production is the highest
 that it’s been in eight years.  That’s right -- eight years. Not only that -- last year, we relied
 less on foreign oil than in any of the past 16 years.  (Applause.)

But with only 2 percent of the world’s oil reserves, oil isn’t enough.  This country needs an all-
out, all-of-the-above strategy that develops every available source of American energy.
 (Applause.)  A strategy that’s cleaner, cheaper, and full of new jobs.

We have a supply of natural gas that can last America nearly 100 years.  (Applause.) And my
 administration will take every possible action to safely develop this energy.  Experts believe
 this will support more than 600,000 jobs by the end of the decade.  And I’m requiring all
 companies that drill for gas on public lands to disclose the chemicals they use.  (Applause.)
 Because America will develop this resource without putting the health and safety of our
 citizens at risk.
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The development of natural gas will create jobs and power trucks and factories that are
 cleaner and cheaper, proving that we don’t have to choose between our environment and our
 economy.  (Applause.)  And by the way, it was public research dollars, over the course of 30
 years, that helped develop the technologies to extract all this natural gas out of shale rock –-
 reminding us that government support is critical in helping businesses get new energy ideas
 off the ground.  (Applause.)

Now, what’s true for natural gas is just as true for clean energy.  In three years, our
 partnership with the private sector has already positioned America to be the world’s leading
 manufacturer of high-tech batteries.  Because of federal investments, renewable energy use
 has nearly doubled, and thousands of Americans have jobs because of it.

When Bryan Ritterby was laid off from his job making furniture, he said he worried that at 55,
 no one would give him a second chance.  But he found work at Energetx, a wind turbine
 manufacturer in Michigan.  Before the recession, the factory only made luxury yachts.  Today,
 it’s hiring workers like Bryan, who said, “I’m proud to be working in the industry of the future.”

Our experience with shale gas, our experience with natural gas, shows us that the payoffs on
 these public investments don’t always come right away.  Some technologies don’t pan out;
 some companies fail.  But I will not walk away from the promise of clean energy.  I will not
 walk away from workers like Bryan.  (Applause.)  I will not cede the wind or solar or battery
 industry to China or Germany because we refuse to make the same commitment here.

We’ve subsidized oil companies for a century.  That’s long enough.  (Applause.)  It’s time to
 end the taxpayer giveaways to an industry that rarely has been more profitable, and double-
down on a clean energy industry that never has been more promising.  Pass clean energy tax
 credits.  Create these jobs.  (Applause.)

We can also spur energy innovation with new incentives. The differences in this chamber
 may be too deep right now to pass a comprehensive plan to fight climate change.  But there’s
 no reason why Congress shouldn’t at least set a clean energy standard that creates a market
 for innovation.  So far, you haven’t acted. Well, tonight, I will.  I’m directing my administration
 to allow the development of clean energy on enough public land to power 3 million homes.
 And I’m proud to announce that the Department of Defense, working with us, the world’s
 largest consumer of energy, will make one of the largest commitments to clean energy in
 history -– with the Navy purchasing enough capacity to power a quarter of a million homes a
 year.  (Applause.)

Of course, the easiest way to save money is to waste less energy.  So here’s a proposal:
 Help manufacturers eliminate energy waste in their factories and give businesses incentives
 to upgrade their buildings.  Their energy bills will be $100 billion lower over the next decade,
 and America will have less pollution, more manufacturing, more jobs for construction workers
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 who need them.  Send me a bill that creates these jobs.  (Applause.)

Building this new energy future should be just one part of a broader agenda to repair America’s
 infrastructure.  So much of America needs to be rebuilt.  We’ve got crumbling roads and
 bridges; a power grid that wastes too much energy; an incomplete high-speed broadband
 network that prevents a small business owner in rural America from selling her products all
 over the world.

During the Great Depression, America built the Hoover Dam and the Golden Gate Bridge.
 After World War II, we connected our states with a system of highways.  Democratic and
 Republican administrations invested in great projects that benefited everybody, from the
 workers who built them to the businesses that still use them today.

In the next few weeks, I will sign an executive order clearing away the red tape that slows
 down too many construction projects.  But you need to fund these projects.  Take the money
 we’re no longer spending at war, use half of it to pay down our debt, and use the rest to do
 some nation-building right here at home.  (Applause.)

There’s never been a better time to build, especially since the construction industry was one
 of the hardest hit when the housing bubble burst.  Of course, construction workers weren’t the
 only ones who were hurt.  So were millions of innocent Americans who’ve seen their home
 values decline.  And while government can’t fix the problem on its own, responsible
 homeowners shouldn’t have to sit and wait for the housing market to hit bottom to get some
 relief.

And that’s why I’m sending this Congress a plan that gives every responsible homeowner the
 chance to save about $3,000 a year on their mortgage, by refinancing at historically low rates.
 (Applause.)  No more red tape.  No more runaround from the banks.  A small fee on the
 largest financial institutions will ensure that it won’t add to the deficit and will give those banks
 that were rescued by taxpayers a chance to repay a deficit of trust.  (Applause.)

Let’s never forget:  Millions of Americans who work hard and play by the rules every day
 deserve a government and a financial system that do the same.  It’s time to apply the same
 rules from top to bottom.  No bailouts, no handouts, and no copouts.  An America built to last
 insists on responsibility from everybody.

We’ve all paid the price for lenders who sold mortgages to people who couldn’t afford them,
 and buyers who knew they couldn’t afford them.  That’s why we need smart regulations to
 prevent irresponsible behavior.  (Applause.)  Rules to prevent financial fraud or toxic dumping
 or faulty medical devices -- these don’t destroy the free market.  They make the free market
 work better.

There’s no question that some regulations are outdated, unnecessary, or too costly.  In fact,
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I've approved fewer regulations in the first three years of my presidency than my Republican 

predecessor did in his. (Applause.) I've ordered every federal agency to eliminate rules that 

don't make sense. We've already announced over 500 reforms, and just a fraction of them 

will save business and citizens more than $10 billion over the next five years. We got rid of 

one rule from 40 years ago that could have forced some dairy farmers to SQend $10 000 a 

year proving that they could contain a spill -- because milk was somehow classified as an oil. 

With a rule like that I guess it was worth crying over SQilled milk. (Laughter and applause.) 

Now, I'm confident a farmer can contain a milk spill without a federal agency looking over his 

shoulder. (Applause.) Absolutely. But I will not back down from making sure an oil company 

can contain the kind of oil spill we saw in the Gulf two years ago. (Applause.) I will not back 

down from protecting our kids from mercury poisoning, or making sure that our food is safe 

and our water is clean . I will not go back to the days when health insurance companies had 

unchecked power to cancel your policy, deny your coverage, or charge women differently than 

men. (Applause.) 

And I will not go back to the days when Wall Street was allowed to play by its own set of 

rules. The new rules we passed restore what should be any financial system's core purpose: 

Getting funding to entrepreneurs with the best ideas, and getting loans to responsible families 

who want to buy a home, or start a business, or send their kids to college. 

So if you are a big bank or financial institution, you 're no longer allowed to make risky bets 

with your customers' deposits. You're required to write out a "living will" that details exactly 

how you'll pay the bills if you fail - because the rest of us are not bailing you out ever again. 

(Applause.) And if you 're a mortgage lender or a payday lender or a credit card company, the 

days of signing people up for products they can 't afford with confusing forms and deceptive 

practices -- those days are over. if oda American consumers finally have a watchdog in 

Richard Cordra with one job: To look out for them. (Applause.) 

We'll also establish a Financial Crimes Unit of highly trained investigators to crack down on 

large-scale fraud and protect people's investments. Some financial firms violate major anti-

fraud laws because there's no real penalty for being a repeat offender. That's bad for 

consumers, and it's bad for the vast majority of bankers and financial service professionals 

who do the right thing. So pass legislation that makes the penalties for fraud count. 

And tonight, I'm asking my Attorney General to create a special unit of federal prosecutors 

and leading state attorney general to expand our investigations into the abusive lending and 

packaging of risky mortgages that led to the housing crisis. (Applause.) This new unit will 

hold accountable those who broke the law, speed assistance to homeowners, and help turn 

the page on an era of recklessness that hurt so many Americans. 

Now, a return to the American values of fair play and shared responsibility will help protect our 
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 people and our economy.  But it should also guide us as we look to pay down our debt and
 invest in our future.

Right now, our most immediate priority is stopping a tax hike on 160 million working
 Americans while the recovery is still fragile.  (Applause.) People cannot afford losing $40 out
 of each paycheck this year. There are plenty of ways to get this done.  So let’s agree right
 here, right now:  No side issues.  No drama. Pass the payroll tax cut without delay.  Let’s get
 it done. (Applause.)

When it comes to the deficit, we’ve already agreed to more than $2 trillion in cuts and
 savings.  But we need to do more, and that means making choices.  Right now, we’re poised
 to spend nearly $1 trillion more on what was supposed to be a temporary tax break for the
 wealthiest 2 percent of Americans.  Right now, because of loopholes and shelters in the tax
 code, a quarter of all millionaires pay lower tax rates than millions of middle-class
 households.  Right now, Warren Buffett pays a lower tax rate than his secretary.

Do we want to keep these tax cuts for the wealthiest Americans?  Or do we want to keep our
 investments in everything else –- like education and medical research; a strong military and
 care for our veterans?  Because if we’re serious about paying down our debt, we can’t do
 both.

The American people know what the right choice is.  So do I.  As I told the Speaker this
 summer, I’m prepared to make more reforms that rein in the long-term costs of Medicare and
 Medicaid, and strengthen Social Security, so long as those programs remain a guarantee of
 security for seniors.

But in return, we need to change our tax code so that people like me, and an awful lot of
 members of Congress, pay our fair share of taxes.  (Applause.)

Tax reform should follow the Buffett Rule.  If you make more than $1 million a year, you
 should not pay less than 30 percent in taxes.  And my Republican friend Tom Coburn is right:
 Washington should stop subsidizing millionaires.  In fact, if you’re earning a million dollars a
 year, you shouldn’t get special tax subsidies or deductions.  On the other hand, if you make
 under $250,000 a year, like 98 percent of American families, your taxes shouldn’t go up.
 (Applause.)  You’re the ones struggling with rising costs and stagnant wages.  You’re the ones
 who need relief.

Now, you can call this class warfare all you want.  But asking a billionaire to pay at least as
 much as his secretary in taxes?  Most Americans would call that common sense.

We don’t begrudge financial success in this country.  We admire it.  When Americans talk
 about folks like me paying my fair share of taxes, it’s not because they envy the rich.  It’s
 because they understand that when I get a tax break I don’t need and the country can’t afford,
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 it either adds to the deficit, or somebody else has to make up the difference -- like a senior on
 a fixed income, or a student trying to get through school, or a family trying to make ends
 meet.  That’s not right.  Americans know that’s not right.  They know that this generation’s
 success is only possible because past generations felt a responsibility to each other, and to
 the future of their country, and they know our way of life will only endure if we feel that same
 sense of shared responsibility.  That’s how we’ll reduce our deficit.  That’s an America built to
 last.  (Applause.)

Now, I recognize that people watching tonight have differing views about taxes and debt,
 energy and health care.  But no matter what party they belong to, I bet most Americans are
 thinking the same thing right about now:  Nothing will get done in Washington this year, or
 next year, or maybe even the year after that, because Washington is broken.

Can you blame them for feeling a little cynical?

The greatest blow to our confidence in our economy last year didn’t come from events beyond
 our control.  It came from a debate in Washington over whether the United States would pay
 its bills or not.  Who benefited from that fiasco?

I’ve talked tonight about the deficit of trust between Main Street and Wall Street.  But the
 divide between this city and the rest of the country is at least as bad -- and it seems to get
 worse every year.

Some of this has to do with the corrosive influence of money in politics.  So together, let’s take
 some steps to fix that. Send me a bill that bans insider trading by members of Congress; I will
 sign it tomorrow.  (Applause.)  Let’s limit any elected official from owning stocks in industries
 they impact.  Let’s make sure people who bundle campaign contributions for Congress can’t
 lobby Congress, and vice versa -- an idea that has bipartisan support, at least outside of
 Washington.

Some of what’s broken has to do with the way Congress does its business these days.  A
 simple majority is no longer enough to get anything -– even routine business –- passed
 through the Senate.  (Applause.)  Neither party has been blameless in these tactics.  Now
 both parties should put an end to it.  (Applause.) For starters, I ask the Senate to pass a
 simple rule that all judicial and public service nominations receive a simple up or down vote
 within 90 days.  (Applause.)

The executive branch also needs to change.  Too often, it’s inefficient, outdated and remote.
 (Applause.)  That’s why I’ve asked this Congress to grant me the authority to consolidate the
 federal bureaucracy, so that our government is leaner, quicker, and more responsive to the
 needs of the American people.  (Applause.)

Finally, none of this can happen unless we also lower the temperature in this town.  We need
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 to end the notion that the two parties must be locked in a perpetual campaign of mutual
 destruction; that politics is about clinging to rigid ideologies instead of building consensus
 around common-sense ideas.

I’m a Democrat. But I believe what Republican Abraham Lincoln believed:  That government
 should do for people only what they cannot do better by themselves, and no more.
 (Applause.)  That’s why my education reform offers more competition, and more control for
 schools and states.  That’s why we’re getting rid of regulations that don’t work.  That’s why our
 health care law relies on a reformed private market, not a government program.

On the other hand, even my Republican friends who complain the most about government
 spending have supported federally financed roads, and clean energy projects, and federal
 offices for the folks back home.

The point is, we should all want a smarter, more effective government.  And while we may not
 be able to bridge our biggest philosophical differences this year, we can make real progress.
 With or without this Congress, I will keep taking actions that help the economy grow.  But I can
 do a whole lot more with your help.  Because when we act together, there’s nothing the United
 States of America can’t achieve.  (Applause.)  That’s the lesson we’ve learned from our
 actions abroad over the last few years.

Ending the Iraq war has allowed us to strike decisive blows against our enemies.  From
 Pakistan to Yemen, the al Qaeda operatives who remain are scrambling, knowing that they
 can’t escape the reach of the United States of America.  (Applause.)

From this position of strength, we’ve begun to wind down the war in Afghanistan.  Ten
 thousand of our troops have come home.  Twenty-three thousand more will leave by the end
 of this summer.  This transition to Afghan lead will continue, and we will build an enduring
 partnership with Afghanistan, so that it is never again a source of attacks against America.
 (Applause.)

As the tide of war recedes, a wave of change has washed across the Middle East and North
 Africa, from Tunis to Cairo; from Sana’a to Tripoli.  A year ago, Qaddafi was one of the world’s
 longest-serving dictators -– a murderer with American blood on his hands.  Today, he is
 gone. And in Syria, I have no doubt that the Assad regime will soon discover that the forces
 of change cannot be reversed, and that human dignity cannot be denied. (Applause.)

How this incredible transformation will end remains uncertain.  But we have a huge stake in
 the outcome.  And while it’s ultimately up to the people of the region to decide their fate, we
 will advocate for those values that have served our own country so well.  We will stand against
 violence and intimidation.  We will stand for the rights and dignity of all human beings –- men
 and women; Christians, Muslims and Jews.  We will support policies that lead to strong and
 stable democracies and open markets, because tyranny is no match for liberty.
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And we will safeguard America’s own security against those who threaten our citizens, our
 friends, and our interests.  Look at Iran.  Through the power of our diplomacy, a world that
 was once divided about how to deal with Iran’s nuclear program now stands as one.  The
 regime is more isolated than ever before; its leaders are faced with crippling sanctions, and as
 long as they shirk their responsibilities, this pressure will not relent.

Let there be no doubt:  America is determined to prevent Iran from getting a nuclear weapon,
 and I will take no options off the table to achieve that goal.  (Applause.)

But a peaceful resolution of this issue is still possible, and far better, and if Iran changes
 course and meets its obligations, it can rejoin the community of nations.

The renewal of American leadership can be felt across the globe.  Our oldest alliances in
 Europe and Asia are stronger than ever.  Our ties to the Americas are deeper.  Our ironclad
 commitment -- and I mean ironclad -- to Israel’s security has meant the closest military
 cooperation between our two countries in history.  (Applause.)

We’ve made it clear that America is a Pacific power, and a new beginning in Burma has lit a
 new hope.  From the coalitions we’ve built to secure nuclear materials, to the missions we’ve
 led against hunger and disease; from the blows we’ve dealt to our enemies, to the enduring
 power of our moral example, America is back.

Anyone who tells you otherwise, anyone who tells you that America is in decline or that our
 influence has waned, doesn’t know what they’re talking about.  (Applause.)

That’s not the message we get from leaders around the world who are eager to work with us.
 That’s not how people feel from Tokyo to Berlin, from Cape Town to Rio, where opinions of
 America are higher than they’ve been in years.  Yes, the world is changing.  No, we can’t
 control every event.  But America remains the one indispensable nation in world affairs –- and
 as long as I’m President, I intend to keep it that way.  (Applause.)

That’s why, working with our military leaders, I’ve proposed a new defense strategy that
 ensures we maintain the finest military in the world, while saving nearly half a trillion dollars in
 our budget.  To stay one step ahead of our adversaries, I’ve already sent this Congress
 legislation that will secure our country from the growing dangers of cyber-threats.  (Applause.)

Above all, our freedom endures because of the men and women in uniform who defend it.
 (Applause.)  As they come home, we must serve them as well as they’ve served us.  That
 includes giving them the care and the benefits they have earned –- which is why we’ve
 increased annual VA spending every year I’ve been President.  (Applause.)  And it means
 enlisting our veterans in the work of rebuilding our nation.

With the bipartisan support of this Congress, we’re providing new tax credits to companies that
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 hire vets.  Michelle and Jill Biden have worked with American businesses to secure a pledge
 of 135,000 jobs for veterans and their families.  And tonight, I’m proposing a Veterans Jobs
 Corps that will help our communities hire veterans as cops and firefighters, so that America is
 as strong as those who defend her.  (Applause.)

Which brings me back to where I began.  Those of us who’ve been sent here to serve can
 learn a thing or two from the service of our troops. When you put on that uniform, it doesn’t
 matter if you’re black or white; Asian, Latino, Native American; conservative, liberal; rich, poor;
 gay, straight.  When you’re marching into battle, you look out for the person next to you, or the
 mission fails.  When you’re in the thick of the fight, you rise or fall as one unit, serving one
 nation, leaving no one behind.

One of my proudest possessions is the flag that the SEAL Team took with them on the mission
 to get bin Laden.  On it are each of their names.  Some may be Democrats.  Some may be
 Republicans.  But that doesn’t matter.  Just like it didn’t matter that day in the Situation Room,
 when I sat next to Bob Gates -- a man who was George Bush’s defense secretary -- and
 Hillary Clinton -- a woman who ran against me for president.

All that mattered that day was the mission.  No one thought about politics.  No one thought
 about themselves.  One of the young men involved in the raid later told me that he didn’t
 deserve credit for the mission.  It only succeeded, he said, because every single member of
 that unit did their job -- the pilot who landed the helicopter that spun out of control; the
 translator who kept others from entering the compound; the troops who separated the women
 and children from the fight; the SEALs who charged up the stairs.  More than that, the mission
 only succeeded because every member of that unit trusted each other -- because you can’t
 charge up those stairs, into darkness and danger, unless you know that there’s somebody
 behind you, watching your back.

So it is with America.  Each time I look at that flag, I’m reminded that our destiny is stitched
 together like those 50 stars and those 13 stripes.  No one built this country on their own.  This
 nation is great because we built it together.  This nation is great because we worked as a
 team.  This nation is great because we get each other’s backs.  And if we hold fast to that
 truth, in this moment of trial, there is no challenge too great; no mission too hard.  As long as
 we are joined in common purpose, as long as we maintain our common resolve, our journey
 moves forward, and our future is hopeful, and the state of our Union will always be strong.

Thank you, God bless you, and God bless the United States of America.  (Applause.)

END
10:16 P.M. EST
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Flexibility, and Reforming No Child Left Behind 

FEBRUARY 9. 2012 AT 6:21 PM ET BY MEGAN SLACK 

Summary: We've put together a quick primer to help you understand the details 

behind President Obama's announcement that 10 states will recieve waivers 

exempting them from meeting No Child Left Behind's most troublesome and 

restrictive requirements in exchange for setting their own higher, more honest 

standards for student success. 

President Barack Obama, with Secretary of Education Arne Duncan. deliYers remarks on education reform and the 
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), also lmown as No Cruld Left Behind, in the East Room of the 
\\Thite House, Feb. 9, 2012. (Official Vv'hite House Photo by Pete Souza) 

Explaining that our kids can't wait any long for Congress to act, President Barack Obama announced 

today that ten states that have agreed to implement bold education reforms will receive waivers from the 

burdensome mandates of the federal education law known as No Child Left Behind. These waivers will 

give states the flexibility needed to raise student achievement standards, improve school accountability, 

and increase teacher effectiveness. The ten states approved for flexibility are Colorado, Florida, Georgia, 

Indiana, Kentucky, Massachusetts, Minnesota, New Jersey, Oklahoma, and Tennessee. (UPDATE: An 

eleventh state, New Mexico, was also approved for a waiver shortly after the initial announcement). 

So what does all this mean for our schools? What's the problem with No Child Left Behind? What's a 

waiver anyway, and why do states need flexibility? To answer these questions, we've put together a 

quick primer to help you understand the details behind today's announcement. 

WHAT'S THE DEAL WITH NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND? 

No Child Left Behind, the most current version of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, was 

signed into law in 2001-and is five years overdue to be re-written by Congress. The law's objective was 

admirable. It shined light on achievement gaps and increased accountability at the school level for high-

need students. And there's no question that setting goals and holding schools accountable for meeting 

them is central to an education system that prepares students to compete in a global, 21 st century 

economy. 

As written, however, No Child Left Behind has serious flaws. In fact, some of the law's requirements are 

actually stifling the kind of reforms we need to really improve student achievement, teacher effectiveness, 

and school accountability. For example, it determines whether schools are falling behind based on test 

scores. It imposes punitive labels and prescribes one-size-fits-all federal mandates for fixing failing 

schools. It's led states to narrow curriculum to focus more on teaching to the test and less on teaching 

everything else student need to know, and to lower standards to make them easier to meet 

The Obama administration has worked extensively with Congress to re-write the law, and even submitted 

its own blueprint for education reform in March 2010, but legislators have not moved forward. 

WHAT ARE WAIVERS AND WHAT DO THEY HAVE TO DO WITH NO CHILD LEFT BEHIND? 

Waivers provide an opportunity to fix what's wrong with No Child Left Behind without waiting any longer 

for Congress to Act. States receiving waivers are given flexibility that exempts them from meeting the 

law's most troublesome and restrictive requirements in exchange for setting their own higher, more 

honest standards for student success. 

For example, waivers will give states the flexibility to: 

• Set their own ambitious but achievable terms for closing achievement gaps and ensuring students 
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are proficient in reading and math, instead of meeting the NCLB timeline that requires 100 percent 

proficiency by 2014. Kentucky, for example, has set a goal to cut the number of underperforming 

students in half over the next five years. 

• Design their own strategies to improve their lowest-performing schools and measure student 

progress year over year, instead of relying on absolute numbers and a federally prescribed, "one 

size fits all" approach. Colorado, for example, another state receiving a waiver, is launching a 

website that will allow teachers and parents can see exactly how much progress students are 

making, and how different schools measure up. 

WHY DO STATES NEED FLEXIBILITY? 

States need the flexibility to move forward with innovative education reforms they design themselves -

rather than a federal mandate-without sacrificing high standards or lowering accountability. After all, 

what works for Kentucky doesn't necessarily work for New Jersey, and the parents and educators who 

live and work in each place are best-positioned to know the needs of their own communities. 

There is still no clear bipartisan path in Congress for ESEA reauthorization - and we can 't wait any 

longer. Schools and districts continue their daily work of educating students, while also planning for next 

school year, and states need this flexibility now to implement plans for reform and improvement. Today's 

announcement continues a process the President announced last September. 

The fact is, most states are already pursuing reforms that go above and beyond the requirements in No 

Child Left Behind, and waivers will help them continue that progress. More than 40 states have adopted 

common standards that define what it means to be college and career ready, just as many have designed 

assessments to measure student progress toward achieving those standards. States have reformed 

teacher and principal evaluations to better determine which ones are effective and which ones aren't, and 

developed support systems to help the less effective ones improve. 

HOW DID THESE STATES QUALIFY FOR WAIVERS? 

President Obama offered every state a deal: If you're willing to set higher, more honest standards based 

on a clear goal that every student can graduate ready for college or a career, we'll give you the flexibility 

to meet those standards. 

In addition to setting new performance targets for student achievement, states had to prove that they 

were serious by developing a plan addressing three critical areas: 

• Preparing students for college and careers: States must have already adopted college- and 

career-ready standards in reading and math that raise the achievement of all students, including 

English language Learners and students with disabilities. Additionally, states must create a plan to 

help schools and districts implement those standards and administer statewide tests to measure 

progress. 

• Hold schools accountable for making progress: States must establish an accountability system 
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that recognizes and rewards both high-performing schools as well as those that are making 

significant gains in improving student achievement.And they must develop targeted strategies to turn 

around the lowest performing schools and help groups of students with the greatest needs. 

• Improving teacher and principal effectiveness: States must set guidelines for teacher and 

principal evaluation and support systems, developed with input from educators and principals. 

Evaluation systems should assess performance using factors beyond test scores-such as principal 

observation, peer review, student work, or parent and student feedback-and provide teachers with 

both constructive advice for improving and support in doing so. 

WHAT'S NEXT? 

Just as the administration worked extensively with Congress to try re-write No Child Left Behind before 

announcing last September that it would offer states flexibility waivers, President Obama will continue to 

call on Congress to reform the law while offering states that are willing to set higher standards for their 

students the chance to do so. 

In fact, in addition to the 10 states that requested the flexibility to implement reforms through this initial 

round of waivers, an 11th application is still being revised and reviewed, and 28 other states along with 

Puerto Rico and the District of Columbia have also expressed interest in receiving waivers. 

As President Obama explained this afternoon, "if we're serious about helping our children reach their 

potential, the best ideas aren't going to come from Washington alone. Our job is to harness those ideas, 

and to hold states and schools accountable for making them work." 

Update: On May 29, 2012 the U.S. Department of Education granted waivers to an additional eight 

states: Connecticut, Delaware, Louisiana, Maryland, New York, North Carolina, Ohio, and Rhode Island, 

which brings the total number of states to receive waivers to 19, with an additional 18 applications still 

under review. 

Megan Slack 
Former Deputy Director of Digital Content for the Office of Digital Strategy 
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National resolution against high-stakes tests released 
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By Valerie Strauss April 24 2012 0 Follow @valenestrauss 

A national resolution protesting high-stakes standardized testing was 

released Tuesday by a coalition of national education, civil rights and 

parents groups, as well as educators who are trying to build a broad-based 

movement against the Obama administr ation's test-centric school reform 

program. 

This is the latest in a series of recent initiatives taken around the country by 

academics, educators, parents and others to protest the use of student 

standardized test scores for high-stakes decisions, including teacher and 

principal evaluation, student grade promotion and high sch ool graduation. 

The high-stakes testing era started with the advent of No Child Left Behind in 

2002, and though NCLB has largely been discredited, the Obama 

administration's policies have expanded the use of test scores as assessment 

tools not only for students, but also for teachers and principals . 

Many researchers in the assessment field have warned against using 

standardized test scores for high-stakes decisions, saying they are unreliable 

for such a purpose. High-stakes standardized testing, they say, has led to the 

narrov.ring of the curriculum; classrooms where "teaching to the test" is 

paramount; and unfair evaluation of students, teachers, principals and 

schools. 

The resolution (see text below) is modeled on one passed in recent months by 
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commissioner, Robe1t Scott, made news in February by saying the mentality 

that standardized testing is the "end-all, be-all" is a "perversion" of what a 

quality education should be, and calling "the assessment and accountability 

regime" not only "a cottage industry but a military-industrial complex." 

The organizers want organizations and individuals to endorse the resolution, 

which asks officials in every state to "reexamine public school accountability 

systems" and to "develop a system based on multiple forms of assessment 

which does not require extensive standardized testing" and "more accurately 

reflects the broad range of student learning." 

The resolution also calls on Congress and the Obama administration to 

rewrite the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the federal education 

law known in its current form as No Child Left Behind, in a way that reduces 

the mandate for standardized tests, promotes multiple forms of evidence 

that students are learning and does not mandate that student test scores be 

used to evaluate educators. 
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"Parents are fed up with constant testing," Pamela Grundy, of Parents Across 

America, was quoted as saying in a statement. She helped lead a community 

revolt against expanding testing in Charlotte, N.C., last year. "We want our 

elected leaders to support real learning, not endless evaluation," she said. 

The national resolution was written by Advancement Project; Asian 

American Legal Defense and Education Fund; FairTest; Forum for 

Education and Democracy; MecklenburgACTS; Deborah Meier; NAACP 

Legal Defense and Educational Fund, Inc_; National Education Association; 
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New York Performance Standards Consortium; Tracy Novick; Parents 

Across America; Parents United for Responsible Education - Chicago; Diane 

Ravitch; Race to Nowhere; Time Out From Testing; and United Church of 

Christ Justice and Witness Ministries. 

Already a number of other organizations and individuals from around the 

country have signed on to the resolution. 

In recent months, protests by parents and educators have been increasing in 

a number of states in addition to Texas, including New York, California and 

Illinois. This resolution is an eff01t to make a national statement about the 

dangers of high-stakes testing that gets the attention of policy makers at the 

state and federal levels. 

H ere's the text of the national resolution : 

WHEREAS, our nation's future well-being relies on a high-quality public 

education system that prepares all students for college, careers, citizenship 

and lifelong learning, and strengthens the nation's social and economic 

well-being; and 

WHEREAS, our nation's school systems have been spending growing 

amounts of time, money and energy on high-stakes standardized testing, in 

which student performance on standardized tests is used to make major 

decisions affecting individual students, educators and schools; and 

WHEREAS, the over-reliance on high-stakes standardized testing in state 

and federal accountabilihJ systems is undermining educational quality and 

equity in U.S. public schools by hampering educators' efforts to focus on the 

broad range of learning experiences that promote the innovation, 

creativity, problem solving, collaboration, communication, critical 

thinking and deep subject-matter knowledge that will allow sti,dents to 

thrive in a democracy and an increasingly global society and economy; 

and 

WHEREAS, it is widely recognized that standardized testing is an 

inadequate and often unreliable measure of both sti,dent learning and 

educator effectiveness; and 

WHEREAS, the over-emphasis on standardized testing has caused 
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considerable collateral damage in too many schools, including narrowing 

the curriculum, teaching to the test, reducing love of learning, pushing 

students out of school, driving excellent teachers out of the profession, and 

undermining school climate; and 

WHEREAS, high-stakes standardized testing has negative effects for 

students from all backgrounds, and especially for low-income students, 

English language learners, children of color, and those with disabilities; 

and 

WHEREAS, the culture and structure of the systems in which students learn 

must change in order to foster engaging school experiences that promote 

joy in learning, depth of thought and breadth of knowledge for students; 

therefore be it 

RESOLVED, that [your organization name] calls on the governor, state 

legislature and state education boards and administrators to reexamine 

public school accountability systems in this state, and to develop a system 

based on multiple forms of assessment which does not require extensive 

standardized testing, more accurately reflects the broad range of student 

learning, and is used to support students and improve schools; and 

RESOLVED, that [your organization name] calls on the U.S. Congress and 

Administration to overhaul the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 

currently known as the "No Child Left Behind Act," reduce the testing 

mandates, promote multiple forms of evidence of student learning and 

school qualihJ in accountability, and not mandate any fixed role for the use 

of shtdent test scores in evaluating educators. 
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Follow The Answer Sheet every day by bookmarking 

www.washington2ost.com/blogs/answer-sheet. 

Valerie Strauss covers education and runs The Answer Sheet blog. 
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