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Alfie Kohn (2000)

“Testing allows politicians to show they’re concerned about 
school achievement and serious about getting tough with 
students and teachers. Test scores offer a quick-and-easy—
…although, by no means accurate—way to chart progress 
(p. 3).

Overview

Validity of EPP, CAAP, and CLA Scores

• Standards for Educational & Psychological Testing (Joint 
Committee, 1999); “The Standards”

• Level of Stakes

• Validity Evidence for the “VSA Tests” Scores

• Curricular Alignment

• Issues with Sampling & Motivation to Perform Well

• Purpose of Outcomes Assessment (i.e., Closing the Loop/ 
Improving Student Learning)

• Using EPP at UMUC
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The Standards

• Standards for Educational & Psychological Testing

• Developed by the American Psychological Association, 
American Educational Research Association, & National 
Council for Measurement in Education (The Joint Committee)

• Last iteration was in 1999

• Included representatives from ETS & ACT

• www.teststandards.org
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Test Stakes

• Low stakes tests: “used to provide results that have only minor 
or indirect consequences for examinees, programs, or 
institutions" (Joint Committee, 1999, p. 178).

• Using test results to modify systems that contribute to student 
learning (i.e., close the loop) is not minor or indirect for 
programs, institutions, or subsequent students. Activities that 
close the loop directly impact all facets of a university involved 
in student learning.

• Roger Benjamin (CAE President) “We don’t want this to be a 
high stakes test” (Glenn, 2010, p. 1).

• They are high stakes, and should be treated and publicized as 
such.
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The Definition of  Validity

“Validity refers to the degree to which evidence and theory 
support the interpretations of test scores entailed by proposed 
uses of tests. Validity is, therefore, the most fundamental 
consideration in developing and evaluating tests. The process 
of validation involves accumulating evidence to provide a 
sound scientific basis for the proposed score interpretations. It 
is the interpretations of test scores required by proposed uses 
that are evaluated, not the test itself. When test scores are 
used or interpreted in more than one way, each intended 
interpretation must be validated” (Joint Committee, 1999, p. 
9).

6



11/10/2010

2

The Definition of  Validity

Focus on accumulating evidence to support the use of the test 
scores for a given purpose

My assumption:

• tests used in outcomes assessment should be a measure of 
student learning used to improve student learning (close the 
loop) at the university using the test.
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The Definition of  Validity

Validity is unitary, but there are types of Validity Evidence, 
which include:

• Construct
• Convergent
• Discriminant
• Others

• Content
• Criterion

• Curricular Validity is a term that is challenged and not a 
form of validity evidence recognized by The Standards. 
However, Standard 13.3 addresses the importance of 
aligning a test to the curriculum.
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FACE VALIDITY & The VSA Tests

Test Validity Study (TVS)

• Klein, Liu, and Sconing (2009) claim that the tests have 
“face validity” (p. 33) and wrote that the tests “represent the 
type of performance you want students to demonstrate” (p. 
33). 

• Schulenberger and Keller (2009) added that “face validity is 
very important as those considering the results must be 
confident that the skills being measured are those relevant 
and valued by future employers” (p.7).
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FACE VALIDITY

• is not recognized by The Standards as a form of validity 
evidence, nor treated as an important aspect of using test 
scores

• Messick (1989) considered still, by many, to be the 
preeminent author on validity refers to face validity (as cited in 
Anastasi, 1954) as “what a test appears to measure to the 
untrained eye” (p. 19). 

• Messick (1989) only uses face invalidity – the physical 
appearance of the test - can affect its public acceptability

• “is not really validity at all because it does not offer evidence 
to support conclusions drawn from test scores” (Kaplan & 
Saccuzzo, 2009, p. 136).
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FACE VALIDITY

• “can help motivate tests takers” (Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 2009, 
p. 136)

• Can it motivate test consumers/users?
• University faculty members 
• University administrators
• Industry leaders
• Politicians
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Untrained Eye
Physical Appearance
Public Acceptability

Not validity at all

Additional Evidence

EPP:
• ETS construct validity study on the Academic Profile (re-
branded as MAPP, now marketed as EPP). 

• Statistically significant correlations (3.2% of variance 
account for) among test scores, GPA, and % of students’ 
core curriculum completed were found (Marr, 1995). 
Hence, some criterion related evidence existed for learning 
of a core curriculum.

• minimal validity evidence from one study

“The process of validation involves accumulating evidence …” 
(Joint Committee, 1999, p. 9).
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Additional Evidence

• MAPP is “suitable for use as the outcome measure in a 
direct value-added assessment” (Young, 2006, p. 5). 

• not an empirical (i.e., no data) validity study, but the only 
one ETS has available on MAPP
• stated that the “format and structure” of MAPP are 
identical to the 2001 version of the Academic Profile, so 
“we can assume” (p. 5) the validity evidence for Academic 
Profile can be applied to MAPP
• refers to the importance of theory in developing a validity 
argument, but offers no theory of critical thinking, writing, 
or mathematics, or evidence to support the use as a 
value-added assessment
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Additional Evidence

CAAP

• Content Validity: expert content developers and content reviewers 
in the late 1980’s up to 1990; a periodic review of content to ensure 
representation of postsecondary curricula (CAAP, 2010)

• CAAP (2010) refers to Pascarella, Bohr, Nora, & Terenzini (1995) 
who compared male and female athletes before and after freshman 
year using gain scores.

• A study of freshman to sophomore athletes does not generalize 
to the value-added purpose from freshman to senior year to all 
students in all public universities nationally.
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Additional Evidence

TVS Study Purpose

...“We anticipate our findings will be useful to policy makers 
when interpreting test results and deciding which test(s) to 
use.”…(Klein, Liu, & Sconing, 2009, p. 3).
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Additional Evidence

• When each subtest of these tests was claimed to be 
measuring the same construct (i.e., math, math, math), the 
correlations were slightly higher than when the subtests were 
claimed to be measuring separate constructs (i.e., math, 
writing, critical thinking) (Klein, Liu, & Sconing, 2009).

• If discriminant evidence exists there will be lower 
correlations among theoretically dissimilar constructs. 
Convergent evidence exists if high correlations are found 
among theoretically similar constructs (Joint Committee, 
1999).

• No construct theories are presented.
• Similarity or dissimilarity of constructs is based on test 
content, appearance, and labels.
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Additional Evidence

Institutional Level, MC test: mean correlation with hypothetically the same 
construct = .94; hypothetically different constructs =.92.

Institutional Level, CR test: mean correlation with hypothetically the same 
construct = .84; hypothetically different constructs =.83.

The skills measured overlap (each skill is needed to do well on the other 
skills) (Klein, Liu, & Sconing, 2009).

“… may suggest to some that they all measure the same general ability” 
(Klein, Liu, & Sconing, 2009, p. 32).

Statistical Evidence: they all measure 1 construct (what construct?), 
following from The Standards

Banta (2008): 81% of variance in CLA scores accounted for by SAT
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What are these tests measuring in the curriculum?

• Based on the TVS, one construct, an underlying ability, is being measured
• But, it LOOKS LIKE multiple skills
• Perhaps analytic ability the underlying construct?
• Close ties to SAT (aptitude) – an indicator akin to intelligence?

• Taken as separately, at face alone, the skills are still not general as 
proposed by the publishers. The skills are generally learned specific to a 
discipline (i.e., the writing, math, and critical thinking used vary across 
majors; different for Engineers, than for Performing Arts, than Psychology, 
than for Accounting, than for English, and so on).

• The generalizable skill concept of these tests, at face and statistically, is 
inaccurate and represents an artificial representation of students’ learning 
and the students’ out-of-school use of these skills.
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The Population & Validity

Standard 1.5: “The composition of any sample of examinees 
from which validity evidence is obtained should be described in 
as much detail as is practical, including major relevant 
sociodemographic and developmental characteristics.” (p. 18)

To include, at least: “community characteristics, school 
admission policies, as well as gender and ethnic composition” 
(p. 18).

Nationally, populations of students differ within given 
universities on these variables. Any validity evidence fitting any 
one university’s population may not be fitting for another 
university. 

• Locally study validity, not nationally
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Negative Consequences of Test Use?

• If one of these tests were to be used for curricular change,
there is potential that the curriculum would need to be brought 
into alignment with the test (i.e., operationally defining internal 
outcomes in accord with the test publisher’s operational 
definitions and subsequent measure). 

• Test publishers will aid in (determine) curriculums. There 
becomes a risk of narrowing what is learned and teaching to 
the test. CAE is currently doing this work.

• A curriculum derived from such an assessment approach, 
may have a reverse effect than one philosophy behind learning 
outcomes assessment – the improvement of student learning. 
However, test scores may improve, nationally.
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Other Issues: General

• Getting 2 random samples of students or a sufficient cohort

• Motivating students to take the test and to take it seriously, 
when they have little or nothing invested in doing well (either 
intrinsically or extrinsically). How much does a gift certificate 
have to be worth to maximize performance? How much is too 
much?

• Psychometrics of value-added scores (i.e., validity and 
reliability); unaccounted for sources of error in value-added 
(e.g., history effects and maturation effects). Did they learn the 
single, underlying ability in college?

• For more on these issues, more issues, and some 
alternatives, see Banta (2008).
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Final paragraph from VSA “Key Points”, unrelated to Closing the Loop

• “the TVS did not have adequate data to directly evaluate the 
comparability of value-added scores.”

• Meaning: Do not compare value-added scores across 
institutions.

• “The appropriate conclusion is that each of the three tests 
provides similar results for ordering schools by their mean 
test scores.”

• Meaning: Mean scores should be used for rankings.
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Summary

• There are Standards for Educational & Psychological Testing.

• These tests are high stakes.

• TVS study emphasizes the importance of face validity, which actually is not 
validity.  Anastasi (1954), cited in Messick (1991) face validity is “what a test 
appears to measure to the untrained eye” (p. 19).

• Additional evidence:
• very limited; impossible to call an accumulation
• tests are measuring a single, underlying construct (ability)
• not an accumulated body to support the use of the scores for anything 
other than marketing (i.e., appearance)
• lack curricular alignment (dependent upon school)
• may not fit a given school’s population
• methodological limitations
• scores are not comparable
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Conclusion: UMUC uses EPP. 

How do we use these test scores?

We compare our means and percentages to those of the other 
universities in the norm groups and 

UMUC LOOKS GOOD.

Scores will be on our website soon.

Further developing best practices methods beyond course-
embedded tests and authentic assessments, with particular 

focus on capstone courses and e-portfolios.
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