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Abstract

Score reports are critical to the valid use of test scores and the interpretability
of score reports has been recommended to be included as one type of validity
evidence in validation research. In practice, how to support the validity ar-
gument for a score report has become the focus of practitioners’ concern. In
this paper, the authors first emphasize the significance of score reporting in
test development before going on to review what a score report is, what it
may possibly contain, validity and validation. Based on previous literature on
validity of reports, a four-source framework of validity evidence for a score
report is thus proposed. The four sources are 1) content alignment, 2) users’
correct interpretation, 3) users’ appropriate actions and 4) users’ perception.
Possible methods of collecting these different kinds of evidence are also sug-
gested.
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1. Introduction

A psychological or educational test is a procedure designed to elicit certain be-
havior from which one can make inferences about certain characteristics of an
individual (Carroll, 1968: p. 46). To guarantee justified inferences, test develop-
ers have to follow a set of procedures. Test development is conceptually orga-
nized into three stages including design, operationalization and administration
(Bachman & Palmer, 1996). In each of these three stages, there are some activi-
ties leading to different products. For example, the test administration stage in-
volves giving the test to a group of individuals, collecting information, and ana-

lyzing this information with two purposes in mind: 1) assessing the usefulness of

DOI: 10.4236/ce.2021.128146 Aug. 17, 2021

1912 Creative Education


https://www.scirp.org/journal/ce
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2021.128146
https://www.scirp.org/
https://doi.org/10.4236/ce.2021.128146
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

W. L. Luetal.

the test, and 2) making the inferences or decisions for which the test is intended.
Before making inferences or decisions, some other activities are also involved in-
cluding: 1) describing test scores; 2) reporting test scores; 3) item analysis; 4) es-
timating reliability of test scores and investigating the validity of test use (Bach-
man & Palmer, 1996: p. 92), among which, reporting scores is an important step
of test administration. Bachman & Palmer (2010) further described the activities
involved in using a language assessment as including: 1) obtaining samples of
individuals’ language performance, 2) recording their performance in some way,
3) interpreting these records as indicators of some aspect of the test takers’ lan-
guage ability, 4) and making decisions on the basis of these interpretations. In
Bennett’s (2011) understanding, the cyclic process of educational measurement
consists of four activities: “...designing opportunities to gather evidence, col-
lecting evidence, interpreting it, and acting on interpretations (p. 16)”, from the
perspectives of the above researchers’ and others’ (Downing & Haladyna, 2006;
Zenisky & Hambleton, 2012; Hambleton & Zenisky, 2013; Van der Kleij et al.,
2014; Gandara & Rick, 2017; O’Leary, 2018), score reporting is an integral part
in the test development cycle, and “the responsibility of developing reports that
are accessible, useful, and understandable is increasingly a priority for testing
agencies and program managers” (Hambleton, & Zenisky, 2013: p. 479).

The criticality of a score report is also recognized by other researchers. Ac-
cording to Klesch (2010), score reporting is a crucial aspect of educational test-
ing, without which, test results would not be conveyed in a standardized way and
may be left open to interpretation, most probably leading to misinterpretation.
Score reports are critical to the valid use of test scores, as they are the only me-
dium that connects test developers with stakeholders. If stakeholders are not able
to understand or use the information in a score report, all the efforts and re-
sources put into test development and data collection are simply wasted (Gan-
dara & Rick, 2017). This viewpoint is also shared by Slater et al. (2018) “The
most carefully developed, research-tested procedures for assessment design, item
development, and psychometric analysis will be wasted if the score report does
not communicate the test results in a way that encourages proper interpretation
and use (p. 91)”.

2. What Is a Score Report?

As the primary interface between test developers and multiple educational
stakeholders like teachers, students, parents, score reports are critical in deter-
mining the success (or failure) of any assessment program. They are used to
convey the performance of the examinee and serve as a catalyst for action in
response to the performance. So, what is a score report? Different researchers
provide different versions of viewpoints. Bachman & Palmer (2010) considered
it to be a kind of feedback including the assessment record plus an interpreta-
tion. In some cases, more information like the decision that is made will also
be included. According to Bachman & Palmer (2010), the specific contents of

this assessment report will vary, depending upon the situation in which the
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assessment is used. Table 1 lists the definitions proposed by different research-
ers.

Researchers have different focuses when talking about what a score report is.
Some (Ryan, 2006; Zapata-Rivera & Katz, 2014; Rankin, 2016) emphasized its
function as a communication tool, while others (Hambleton & Zenisky, 2013;
Zenisky & Hambleton, 2015) focused on its layout and content. Concerning
what should be included in a score report, there has been no fixed standard in
literature. It all depends on the context. Just like what Hambleton & Zenisky
(2013) commented, “Across testing contexts, the usability and quality of score-
reporting materials has historically varied considerably from a simple listing of a
total score to extensive breakdowns of test performance that are instructive
for future improvement (p. 479)”. A score report should contain all informa-
tion necessary for interpretation, as intended by the designer. They further
provided detailed components, including a description of the test purpose,
intended uses for the test and test scores, and confidence intervals with ac-
companying explanations. Including subscore is what Van der Kleij et al.
(2014) suggested because in their view reporting subscores can help users
know test-takers’ strengths and weaknesses, and improve the formative poten-
tial of the score report (Van der Kleij et al., 2014). Hambleton & Zenisky
(2013) considered the following to be possibly included: 1) basic administra-
tion data such as test date, examinee name and contact information, 2) a per-
formance-level classification such as pass-fail, 3) a description of a psycholog-

ical state into which a respondent was classified. In Slater et al.’s (2018) view,

Table 1. Definitions of a score report by different researchers.

Researcher/year what it is

A score report was defined as a form of communication, with a sender,
message, medium, intent, and audience. The message of a score report is
ultimately interconnected to the other report aspects of sender, medium,
Ryan (2006) . . . o .
intent, and audience, and is a culmination of decisions about what
intended users of test scores need to know and how it can be presented to

them in user-friendly ways.

A score report is a page containing a test score printed on it for a test

taker, along with basic administration data such as test date, examinee
Hambleton & Zenisky &

(2013) name and contact information, and perhaps a performance-level

classification such as pass-fail, or a description of a psychological state
into which a respondent has been classified.

Zapata-Rivera & Katz A score report is the bridge between the information captured by the test
(2014) and the decisions or actions of the information-users.

A score report has most commonly been a physical piece of paper sent

. home with children or mailed to examinees’ addresses from a testing
Zenisky & Hambleton

(2015) agency. As a general rule, such reports are conceptualized as stand-alone

and complete, so the narrative structure of the document’s contents has
had to reflect that orientation.

Score reports have the purpose of communicating data, through tables,
Rankin (2016) graphs and words to achieve a purpose, typically helping to turn data into
actionable information for the intended audience.
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the information on a score report “will nearly always include some kind of over-
all test score. It may also include classification levels, subscores, graphs, photo-
graphs or illustrations, and written text intended to help score users to under-
stand the results or to help test takers interpret their scores or improve their
performance (p. 93)”. Up till now, the most detailed version of what a score re-
port should include was proposed by Zenisky & Hambleton (2015), who sug-
gested that reports should necessarily include both descriptive elements and data
elements, and the detailed elements under these two categories are listed in Ta-
ble 2.

A score report is the bridge between the information captured by the test and
the decisions or actions of the information-users (Zapata-Rivera & Katz, 2014).
It is a vehicle to let users know how scores can be understood appropriately in
the context of the assessment and what are the supported actions that can be
taken based on the results. It also shoulders the responsibility for supporting ac-
curate user interpretation and use of test scores (O’Leary, 2018). In the test de-
velopment cycle, score reporting appears to be the last step, but for those in-
tended uses of tests, the creation and publication of a score report is only just the
beginning. Indeed, it is only after scores are published (via a report), interpreted
and acted upon, that the intended outcomes have a chance of actually taking
place (O’Leary, 2018). Test users, or decision makers, interpret assessment records

as indicators of the particular aspect of language ability and then use these

Table 2. Report content proposed by Zenisky & Hambleton (2015: p. 589).

Category Contents

Test name and/or test logo

Test date

Report title

Report purpose

Test purpose

Introductory statement from testing agency or governing body personnel

Headers with identifying details, such as name, address/school, groups
Descriptive elements: membership or status (IEP, Language, etc.)

Details for external links to additional resources, such as curriculum

materials, and interpretive guides

Information about the location of frequently-asked-questions documents

or other resources for score inquiries

Guidance on test score use

Glossaries of terms

Next step

Summative results ( scores and/or performance levels, as relevant to
testing program)
Performance-level descriptions
Subdomain performance breakdowns
Item-level results
Data elements . .
Norm-referenced results (to facilitate comparisons between groups or
between individuals and relevant groups)
Formative or diagnostic information
Growth projections
Item maps
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interpretations to make decisions, which will, they believe, lead to their intended
consequences (Bachman & Palmer, 2010). To decision makers, clear and easi-
ly-understood score reports are of outmost importance, which can ensure their
correct interpretation and justified decision. To test-takers, clear and easily-un-
derstood scores are also important, but not enough, what is further needed is
clues as to what plans should be made for next-step action. That is to say, accu-
rate interpretations made and appropriate actions planned based on a score re-

port are of utmost importance, which are what validity argument strive for.

3. Validity Evidence for a Score Report
3.1. Validity and Validation

Validity is the most critical consideration in test development (American Educa-
tional Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association [APA],
and National Council on Measurement in Education [NCME], 2014). It is a
proposed abstract argument while validation is a practical process in which dif-
ference sources of evidence are collected to support such an argument. Tradi-
tionally, validity in testing and assessment has been understood to mean disco-
vering whether a test measures accurately what it is intended to measure, or un-
covering the “appropriateness of a given test or any of its component parts as a
measure of what it is purposed to measure” (Henning, 1987: p. 170). When va-
lidity standards were first codified in the 1954 Standards (American Psychologi-
cal Association, 1954), validity information was considered to indicate the de-
gree to which the test is capable of achieving certain aims. And four types of va-
lidity, namely predictive validity, concurrent validity, content validity and con-
struct validity, were identified corresponding to different aims of a test. In the
1966 version, predictive validity and concurrent validity, which were mainly con-
cerned about external criterion, were combined and renamed as criterion-related
validity, thus leading to the “holy trinity” (Guion, 1980). The three-type division
concerning the concept of validity could also be seen in the 1974 version, but this
view of validity is fragmented and incomplete, especially in failing to take into ac-
count evidence of the value implications of score meaning as a basis for action
and of the social consequences of test use. Views on validity changed in the sub-
sequent versions. According to the 1985 Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME,
1985), validity refers to the appropriateness, meaningfulness, and usefulness of
the specific inferences made from test scores. Test validation is the process of
accumulating evidence to support such inferences. In Guion’s (1980) words, va-
lidity refers to an evaluation of the quality of the inferences drawn from test
scores and he further emphasized that validity is a property of inferences from
scores, not of the measuring instrument or test itself. Going a step forward, Mes-
sick (1989) described validity as “an integrated evaluative judgment of the degree
to which empirical evidence and theoretical rationales support the adequacy and
appropriateness of inferences and actions based on test scores” (p. 13), which

has been widely accepted ever since.
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The changing views on the concept of validity lead to different approaches to
or frameworks of collecting evidence, namely, validation. Since the 1950s, four
stages of approaches to validation can be generally classified: the stage of crite-
rion-based approach, the stage of tripartite approach, the stage of unified approach
and the stage of argument-based approach. In the stage of criterion-based ap-
proach, evidence has to be shown that the test is highly correlated with a crite-
rion or selected standard. In the stage of tripartite approach, evidence of content
validity, criterion-related validity and construct validity has to be accumulated.
In the stage of unified approach, although validity is considered to be a unitary
concept, which means that fundamentally there is only one kind of validity,
namely, construct validity, several complementary forms of evidence need to be
integrated in construct validation (Messick, 1989), including evidence bearing
on test content, score structure, substantive processes, generalizability, external
relationships, and testing consequences. In the stage of argument-based ap-
proach, what kind of evidence needs to be collected depends on what kind of
claims have been proposed, in Kane’s (2013) words, “it is the proposed score in-
terpretations and uses that are validated ... the validity of a proposed interpreta-
tion or use depends on how well the evidence supports the claims being made...
More ambitious claims are harder to validate than less-ambitious ones in that

they require more support than less-ambitious claims (p. 1)”.

3.2. Validity Evidence for a Score Report

3.2.1. Previous Research

To date, there is concensus that the most important concern for any test is the
validity of its score interpretations or uses (Bachman & Palmer, 2010; Kane,
2013; O’Leary et al.,, 2017). Such a view is also echoed by Van der Kleij et al.
(2014: p. 25): “a correct interpretation of test results is a necessary precondition
for adequate use” and “a correct interpretation of reports is especially relevant
when the test results are meant to inform important or irreversible decisions (p.
25)”. However, much of the discussion pertaining to validity and validation has
been focused on theoretical interpretations and use of scores, particularly on
those uses that were (are) intended by test developers and designers (O’Leary et
al., 2017; O’Leary, 2018), which can be clearly reflected in Kane’s (2013) state-
ment “it is the proposed score interpretations and uses that are validated... (p.
1)”. According to O’Leary et al. (2017) and O’Leary (2018), if validity is to be
truly concerned with the appropriateness of interpretations and use, then evi-
dence of the quality, appropriateness, and effectiveness of the actual interpreta-
tions that test score users make and the actions they plan based on how scores
are reported must be central to both the validity and validation processes. To
emphasize the importance of user’s actual interpretation of score reports, Ma-
clver et al. (2014) proposed the concept of user validity to captures the “overall
accuracy and effectiveness of interpretation resulting from test output” which
focuses on “the validity of the interpretations in use and the decisions that form
part of these interpretations (p. 155)”. Being aware of the fact that supporting
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users in interpreting assessment results is an important but underexposed aspect
of validity, Van der Kleij et al. (2014) suggested that the interpretability of score
reports should be included as an aspect of validity. Combining the views of Ma-
clver et al. (2014) and Van der Kleij et al. (2014) and based on the then current
conception of validity and validity evidence, O’Leary et al. (2017) and O’Leary
(2018) went one step forward to incorporate evidence of user interpretation (in-
terpretability) as a new kind of evidence when conducting validation research,
which is shown in Figure 1.

In the above figure, validity judgment was based on the latest version of Stan-
dards which is mainly about “the degree to which evidence and theory support the
interpretations of test scores” (AERA et al., 2014: p. 11). The process of validation
involves synthesis of relevant, appropriate evidence in the formulation of “a sound
scientific basis” in support of interpretations of scores for proposed uses. Five kinds
of validity evidence listed include test content, score structure, substantive processes,
external relationships and testing consequences. To emphasize the significance of
user’s actual interpretation based on score reports, O’Leary et al. (2017) and
O’Leary (2018) proposed the expansion of the range of validity evidence to include

the interpretability of score reports, which is represented in Figure 2.

Validity Judgment:  “The degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretation of test scores”
(AERA et al. 2014, pp.11)

|

Process of Validation: ~ “Synthesis of relevant, appropriate, evidence in the formation of 'a sound scientific
basis' in support of interpretations of scores for proposed uses”

I

| l l l

| Content | Process Structure Relationships Concequences|

Figure 1. Conception of validity and validity evidence in Standards (AERA, APA, &
NCME, 2014), adapted from O’Leary et al. (2017: p. 20).

Validity Judgment: “The degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretation of test scores”
(AERA et al. 2014, pp.11)

Process of Validation:  “Synthesis of relevant, appropriate, evidence in the formation of 'a sound scientific
basis' in support of interpretations of scores for proposed uses”

|

. |
Content Process Structure Relationships| Concequences Interpretabiliy

Figure 2. Expansion of validity evidence proposed by O’Leary et al. (2017: p. 20).
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In the above figure, the researchers consider interpretability of score reports
to be as important as evidence based on content, process, structure, relationship
and consequences. To O’Leary et al. (2017) and O’Leary (2018), the above
amendment is appealing but not sufficiently ambitious, they further recatego-
rized the above six kinds of validity evidence into evidence of interpretation/use
and technical evidence to show their different focuses, as is shown in Table 3.

From the above recategorization, we can see that the broad definition of valid-
ity as being “the degree to which evidence and theory support the interpretations
of test scores” (AERA et al., 2014: p. 11) is retained. What is slightly changed is
the identification of validity evidence as being one of two meta-forms: evidence
of interpretation/uses and technical evidence. What is added is a clearer focus on
the actual understanding of test users and the uses they plan. Such type of evi-
dence focuses on the interpretation, uses, and consequences of how scores are
actually interpreted by users. The changed model better aligned with their con-
tention that “if validity is truly conceptualized with interpretations and use as
being central, then evidence of the actual interpretations made and the use
planned by score users must be included” (O’Leary et al., 2017: p. 19).

Maclver et al. (2014), Van der Kleij et al. (2014) and (O’Leary et al., 2017)
contributed greatly to the theory and practice of validity and validation process.
All of them attached importance to actual interpretations made and uses planned
users (teachers, students, parents etc.) based on a score report, which is clearly
reflected in O’Leary et al.’s (2017) statement “Central to the modern conception
of validity are the interpretations made, and uses planned, on the basis of test
scores (p. 16)”. In a similar vein, when talking about the validity of score reports,
Hattie (2009) claimed that “the validity of reports is a function of the users’ cor-
rect and appropriate inferences and/or actions about the test taker’ performance
based on the scores from the test (p. 1)”. In Hattie’s (2009) argument, to address
this claim, readers, based on a score report, should at least correctly answer two
major questions: What do you see? What would you do nexf In Hattie’s (2009)
words, “These two questions focus on the two most critical aspects of validity:
the appropriate interpretions and actions from reports (p. 3)”.

What is clear from the above discussion is that when collecting validity evi-
dence for a score report, users’s correct interpretation and appropriate actions
planned are essential. However, what more sources of evidence and how evi-

dence should be collected haven’t been mentioned. Starting from a different

Table 3. Recategorization of validity evidence (Adapted from O’Leary et al., 2017).

Types of Evidence Focuses

. Interpretability
Interpretation an Uses
Consequences

Content
Process
Technical Evidence
Structure
Relationship
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perspective and based on five sources of validity evidence included in the 2014
Standards, Tannenbaum (2018) proposed five sources of validity evidence for
score reports, which are presented in the following Table 4.

Of the five sources of evidence above, the first one is concerned with content
alignment—the content of a score report should truly reflect the content of the
test, without which, correct interpretation is impossible. In Tannenbaum’s (2018)
words, “A score report that is not well-aligned with the test is of little value (p.
9)”. The other four sources of evidence are all about users’ correct interpretation.
Evidence should show that users attend to the more salient information in the
report and interpret it as intended (Evidence based on processes). Evidence
should show that different subgroups of users interpret the same reported in-
formation in the way intended (Evidence based on structure). Evidence should
show that users’ interpretation of the students’ competency is consistent with the
teachers’ evaluation of those students (Evidence based on relationship). Evidence
should show that users do not make inaccurate interpretations leading to inap-
propriate decisions (Evidence based on consequences). Tannenbaum (2018) greatly
emphasized the interpretation of a score reports in that “stakeholders cannot
make reasonable decisions or take reasonable actions from information that they
do not satisfactorily understand, no matter how accurate that information may
be in reality (Tannenbaum, 2018: p. 9)”.

It has been shown that evidence of users’ correct interpretation and uses are
critical in validation. Only when users use the interpreted information for some

purpose is a score report meaningful. Different users use the information in the

Table 4. Validity evidence for score reports (Tannenbaum, 2018).

Sources validity evidence

There should be evidence that the reported information is aligned with the
test content, and presented in a way that is understandable to the
1) Evidence based stakeholders. The score report should be a faithful reflection of what the
on content test measures and how the test taker(s) performed on the test, which may
include areas to improve upon and the identification of resources to assist
in that regard.

Evidence should support that the score-report users are attending to the

2) Evidence based f K i
more relevant or salient features of the report, and interpreting that

on process
P information as intended.
Evidence should confirm that stakeholders recognize the intended
3) Evidence based relationship among the information reported. Evidence should support
on structure that subgroups of stakeholders understand the same reported information

in the way intended.

Evidence should take the form of comparing how closely the level of
students’ competency expressed on the score report is to teachers’
evaluation of those students’ competencies.

4) Evidence based
on relationship

Evidence should indicate that stakeholders are acting on the reported
information in ways consistent with reasonable expectations, and not
making inaccurate interpretations leading to inappropriate decisions.

5) Evidence based
on consequences
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score report in different ways. For decision-makers, after interpreting the score
report, they make decisions which will affect other stakeholders especially test
takers. For school principals or programme providers, they use the information
to make adjustment to the program so that it can effectively help learners to
achieve certain goals. For teachers, they use the information to know what areas
students need to improve and what they should focus on teaching to help stu-
dents improve. For parents, especially parents of younger learners like primary
pupils and students in junior high schools, who are still not mature enough in
both mentality and behavior and who are still in great need of parental guidance
in daily life and schoolwork, they use the information to better help their child-
ren to improve. For test-takers themselves, especially for independent learners
like college students, they use the information to make justified study plans so
that they can improve themselves in the near future. If there is no action follow-
ing users’ correct interpretation of a score report, which means that the informa-
tion is not used at all, such interpretation is meaningless. What could cause the
interpreted information to be used more deeply? It’s found out and emphasised
that perceptions of the users is one important factor that determines to what de-
gree feedback will be used. A negative attitude towards performance feedback
can be an obstacle for feedback use (Bosker, Branderhorst, & Visscher, 2007).
Vanhoof et al. (2011) suggest that the degree in which feedback is actually used
is affected by the level of confidence users have in their own knowledge and abil-
ity to use data, as well as by their attitude towards feedback. From these re-
searchers’ statement, it can be concluded that if users have positive perceptions
of a score report, it is more likely for them to use the information contained.
Appropriate actions are more likely to follow accurate interpretation. In this
sense, users’ perception of a score report has to be collected as one source of va-

lidity evidence.

3.2.2. A Four-Source Framework of Validity Evidence

Although researchers are increasingly interested in the topic of score report va-
lidity, there is no easy-to-follow framework for collecting validity evidence. Both
Van der Kleij et al. (2014) and O’Leary et al. (2017) focused on interpretation of
score reports and proposed that it should be included as one kind of evidence in
validation. However, they made no further statements on validity of score re-
ports. Hattie (2009) directly talked about validity of score reports, and proposed
two critical aspects of validity: 1) the appropriate interpretation and 2) actions
from reports, which greatly narrowed the scope of score report validity. Tan-
nenbaum (2018) proposed five sources of validity evidence for score reports
based on those included in the Standards (AERA, APA, & NCME, 2014). How-
ever, as can be seen from previous discussions, the five sources are partly over-
lapped and mainly focused on interpretation. Equipped with this framework,
researchers are not clear as to what evidence should be collected to support the
argument of a valid score report. Taking all these aspects into consideration, we

deem a clearer framework to be badly needed.
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Based on previous literature and enlightened by the above researchers’ find-
ings and arguments (Hattie, 2009; Bosker et al., 2007; Vanhoof et al., 2011; Kane,
2013; Maclver et al., 2014; van der Kleij et al., 2014; Tannenbaum, 2018), we
propose a four-source framework of validity evidence to support the validity ar-
gument for a score report. First of all, evidence should be collected showing that
the content in the score report faithfully reflect the content covered in the test,
which is content alignment. This kind of evidence can be collected through ex-
pert judgment based their review of the score report, the test paper, test specifi-
cations or teaching materials. Questionnaire or interview asking report users
questions concerning what is covered in the score report can also reveal the de-
gree of alignment between the two. Second, evidence should be collected show-
ing that users can interpret the information contain a score report correctly,
which is users’ correct interpretation. This kind of evidence can be collected
through comprehension test, questionnaire and interview. For example, to in-
vestigate whether teachers could accurately interpret a standardized score report,
Impara et al. (1991) used a 17-item score report comprehension test. O’Leary
(2018) used a 5-question comprehension test to evaluate the interpretability of a
hypothetical score report, both of which proved to be effective research methods.
Third, following correct interpretation, evidence should be collected showing
that users could take or plan justified actions. The way to collect such evidence
can be like this: 1) Ask users to plan actions, 2) experts are invited to judge
whether the actions planned are justified or appropriate or not. For example, if
we want to know whether students can make appropriate plans based on the
score report, we can ask the student to write a study plan for next-step im-
provement, then their teachers are invited to judge these plans are justified or
not. Fourth, evidence should be collected showing that on the whole, users posi-
tively perceive the score report to be useful, which explores users’ perception on
the score report. This kind of evidence can be collected through questionnaire
and interview. For example, by using questionnaire, Gorney (1999) investigated
participants’ perception of the adequacy of information and their presentation
mode preferences. The four sources of evidence and some possible methods of

collecting evidence are listed in Table 5.

Table 5. Framework of validity evidence for a score report.

Sources focus possible methods
. whether the content in a score report faithfully expert judgment
Content alignment X k o ° .
reflects the content in a test questionnaire interview
Users’ correct whether users can accurately interpret the comprehension test
interpretation information conveyed by the score report questionnaire interview
Users’ appropriate whether users can plan next-step actions based . . .
. . . expert judgment interview
actions on the interpretation of the score report
Users’ positive whether users positively perceive the score . L .
. . questionnaire interview
perception report to be useful for their purposes
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4. Concluding Remarks

Theoretically, interpretability of a score report should be included in validity
judgment and process of validation (O’Leary et al., 2017; O’Leary, 2018). In
practice, researchers have to be equipped with the knowledge and methods as to
how and where to collect validity evidence for a score report, which is the pur-
pose of this paper. Hopefully, the four-source framework of validity evidence
proposed in the paper can better guide researchers in validation studies con-
cerning the effectiveness or usefulness of a score report. Considering its critical
status in test development, validity arguments have to be supported by various
sources of evidence. It should be guaranteed that the contents in a score report
should well align with those in a test, which is a fundamental step. Evidence
should be collected to show that users, when faced with a score report, can accu-
rately interpret it as intended, which is the precondition for appropriate and jus-
tified actions planned. For a score report to achieve its intended aims, evidence
should be collected to show that based on correct interpretation, users can plan
next-step actions. If there are no actions to be taken, then what is the point of
devoting so much time and effort into the business of reporting scores? Only
when the interpreted information is used can a score report realize its value.
Considering that users’ attitude towards the usefulness of the score report im-
pacts the degree to which involve themselves in user feedback, evidence should
be collected to show that overall users positively perceive the score report to be
useful. If there are negative perceptions exist, then the reasons have to be ex-
plored, which could be useful information for further revision of the score re-

port.
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