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INTRODUCTION

The following questions were created within the scope of Classical Test Theory course (OLC720)
offered in the doctoral programme of Measurement and Evaluation in Education branch in the
Educational Sciences Department of Hacettepe University. The question of “what three questions
about validity would you ask if an internationally famous expert was in front of you?” was asked 23
students taking the course, and the participants were asked to write down their questions. 69 questions
in total were revised by the lecturer of the course in terms of scope, importance and clarity, and the
number of questions was reduced to 37 by removing 32 of them. The students participating in the
classes were then asked to order the questions selected by the lecture from the most important to the
least important. The order of importance for each question was determined by adding up the scores
given by the students. 15 out of the 37 questions which had been ordered according to the students’
rating were selected to be answered.

QUESTIONS and ANSWERS of INTERVIEW

1. What does the fact that different types of evidence have increased and that there are no criteria
as to what type of evidence we should prioritize make you think about classifications in relation
to types of validity? What is the most valid definition and classification of validity in your
opinion?

2. There are different approaches in defining validity types. For example, some methods of
gathering evidences for validity are mentioned in the last version of Standards Book, but not
validity types as content, criterion-related or construct validity. What are the reasons for
disagreements concerning these different approaches?

I will answer these two questions together. | think the best definition of validity is provided by the
current version of the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing. The current version was
published in 2014, and it is the 6" version. They define validity as, “the degree to which evidence and
theory support the interpretations of test scores for proposed uses of tests.” (American Educational
Research Association [AERA], American Psychological Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 2014, p. 11). This definition is essentially the same as that provided in
the 5" edition (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999). It is important because from the definition we can see
that,

o Validity must be evaluated with respect to a particular purpose or use of a test.

e Tests are not “inherently” valid or invalid. What must be validated (that is, supported by
research and theory) is the use of a test for a particular purpose.
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e Validation requires both evidence and theory to support the use of a test for a particular
purpose.

There is not one study that can be done to validate the use of a test for a specific purpose. There are
different types of validity evidence, and the types of evidence used to defend the use of a test for a
particular purpose will vary based on the purpose of the test. The last two versions of the Standards
specify five sources of evidence “that might be used in evaluating the validity of a proposed
interpretation of test scores for a particular use” (AERA et al., 2014, p. 13). These sources are validity
evidence based on (a) test content, (b) response processes, (c) internal structure, (d) relations to other
variables, and (e) consequences of testing.

These sources of validity evidence described by the Standards (AERA et al., 1999, 2014) are not the
same as described in earlier versions of the Standards. In Table 1, I list the different versions of the
Standards and how they described different categories of validity or types/sources of validity evidence.
Note that the current version describes “sources of validity evidence” because there are not different
types of validity. Validity is a unitary concept, whether you put the word *“construct” in front of it, or
not.

I think the current (AERA et al. 2014) definition of validity, and the five sources of validity evidence
are the best ways to describe validity for several reasons. First, they are not the product of one person.
For over 60 years, three organizations have worked together to come to some consensus about what
validity means and how test scores (uses) should be validated. Second, the definition emphasizes that
validity refers to test use, and that validation requires both theoretical justification and empirical
evidence. These are truisms that are hard to reject.

Tablo 1. Categorization of Validity Evidence Over Time in the Standards
Publication Validity Classifications

Technical recommendations for psychological tests and
diagnostic techniques: A preliminary proposal (APA,
1952)

Technical recommendations for psychological tests and

Categories: predictive, status, content, congruent

diagnostic techniques (APA, 1954)

Types: construct, concurrent, predictive, content

Standards for educational and psychological tests and Types:  criterion-related, construct-related, content-
manuals (APA, 1966) related
Standards for educational and psychological tests (APA, Aspects:  criterion-related, construct-related, content-
AERA, & NCME, 1974) related

Standards for educational and psychological testing
(AERA, APA, & NCME, 1985)

Categories: criterion-related, construct-related, content-
related

Standards for educational and psychological testing
(AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999)

Sources of evidence: content, response processes, internal
structure, relations to other variables, consequences of
testing

3. How is the response process a test used as evidence for validity? Can response process be used
as evidence for validity in examinations with extensive participation?

Validity evidence based on response processes refers to “evidence concerning the fit between the
construct and the detailed nature of performance or response actually engaged in by test takers”
(AERA et al., 2014, p. 15). Examples of this type of evidence include interviewing examinees about
their responses to test questions, systematic observations of examinees responding to test items,
evaluation of the criteria used by judges when scoring performance tasks, analysis of item response
time (chronometric analysis), tracking students’ eye movements, and evaluation of the reasoning
processes examinees use when solving test items. This evidence is particularly useful for evaluating
the degree to which tests tap higher-order skills and for evaluating how well students in different
subpopulations understand the test items. Given that many new educational tests emphasize higher-
level cognitive skills, evidence will be needed that these tests adequately measure these skills.
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4. Should different ways be followed in collecting validity evidence in cases when absolute
evaluation and relative evaluation are made?

I don’t understand what absolute and relative evaluation mean. However, let’s talk about how different
sources of validity evidence are put together to make a “validity argument.” Kane (1992, 2006, 2013),
suggested that validating the use of a test for a particular purpose is tantamount to developing a sound
and logical argument that use of the test for a particular purpose is justified. The Standards essentially
adopted this perspective by claiming that the five sources of evidence should be coherently synthesized
to support use of a test for a particular purpose. For example, they state “A sound validity argument
integrates various strands of evidence into a coherent account of the degree to which existing evidence
and theory support the intended interpretation of test scores for specific uses” (AERA et al., 2014, p.
21).

The argument-based approach to validation is similar to defending the use of a test in a courtroom.
The idea is to present a preponderance of evidence that would support the use of a test for a particular
purpose. This body of evidence should include evidence that the test is fulfilling its intended objectives
and is not producing undesired consequences.

5. What can be done to collect evidence for validity if adequate sample is not available to perform
validity study?

Validity evidence based on test content is typically gathered using subject matter experts, and usually
represent very small numbers of experts (e.g., 10 or fewer). So, please remember validity studies are
not all based on analysis of item responses or test scores. Content validity evidence is fundamental
and necessary for educational tests. Much of the research on validity evidence based on response
processes also uses very small sample sizes.

6. How can the response process of a test be used as evidence of validity? Is it possible to use the
response process as evidence for validity in exams with large rates of participation?

See answer to question #3.

7. How do we explain the relations between multiple methods and multiple traits analysis?
I recommend reading Campbell and Fiske (1955).

8. Boud (1995) and Messick (1995), have raised the concept of consequential validity for
alternative assessment methods. Which techniques are used in determining the consequential
validity based on the influence of the assessment on learning?

Messick did not use the term “consequential validity.” The Standards describe “validity evidence
based on consequences of testing.” Validity evidence based on consequences of testing refers to
evaluating the intended and unintended consequences associated with a testing program. Tests are
used to promote positive consequences such as appropriate diagnosis of psychological disorders,
protection of the public, improved instruction, and better understanding of the constructs measured.
Unintended positive consequences that were not explicitly intended or envisioned may also emerge.
However, unintended negative consequences may also occur in a testing program. Examples of
unintended consequences may be adverse impact that leads to decreased education and employment
opportunities for certain groups, increased dropout rates in schools, and poor decisions regarding
resource allocations or employees’ salaries based on test performance.

Validity evidence based on the consequences is particularly important in considering the validation of
tests for some purposes, such as accountability (e.g., using tests to evaluate schools or teachers). In the
USA, accountability testing is required by federal educational policy, and typically comes with a
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theory of action outlining the intended consequences for stakeholders. For example, using students’
test results to evaluate teachers encourages teachers to teach the intended curriculum, and it is assumed
this more focused instruction will improve student learning with respect to that curriculum. The degree
to which these intended consequences are realized, and other, unintended consequences (e.g.,
decreased teacher morale, narrowing the curriculum in a way that decreases student learning) are
minimized is essential to investigating the validity of educational tests for accountability purposes.
Other testing purposes, such as using a test for high school graduation or college admission, also have
consequences that should be evaluated.

9. There are also different approaches and classifications on the validity in the literature. The
guestion is based on a hypothetical situation in order to privatize the situation. -You want to
measure top-level skills (e.g. problem solving, critical thinking). The result of test scores will be
used in decisions that have a high stakes qualification. How do you provide validity evidence in
the process of developing the test to the meaning and use of the scores to ensure validity?

See answer to #4.

10. Scores for individuals are calculated by adding up the numerical values of responses to items
in Likert type scales. Yet, it is also clear that the degree to which each item serves to the relevant
structure differs. How correct is it to collect the scores in a straightforward way and how high
is the validity of the findings/inferences made on the basis of those scores?

Remember that validity refers to the use of a test for a particular purpose. There are typically no one-
item tests and so inferences and decisions are made on the basis of scores calculated across many
items. If there is a problem with an item or two, it may or may not be important, depending on how it
affects the total test score and the interpretation. It is good for validity analysis to include analyses at
different levels, such as the item level, total score level, and subscore level. If you consider the 5
sources of validity evidence, all levels are accounted for. Item analyses and differential item
functioning are part of validity evidence based on internal structure. Dimensionality analyses also
typically focus on the item level, as do studies based on test content. However, relations with other
variables (e.g., predictive validity, differential predictive validity, MTMM) will focus at the total test
score level. The specific validity question to be evaluated will dictate the level of analysis.

11. We rather focus on test reliability in Turkey and we see that our institutions have not put most
of the applications concerning validity into practice yet. Let us assume that a commission
authorised in tests in Turkey would like to work with you. What applications and how would
you like to change by considering validity on the basis of scientific and social values? What
would you recommend?

Reliability is important, but it is more important to remember that tests that are not valid for a purpose
can still be reliable. For example, a college admissions test may produce reliable scores, but it would
not be valid for assigning grades to students in a math course. | think my answers to the previous
guestions describe how | would go about the process of test validation.

12. It is known that visually impaired students are given test booklets printed in differing font sizes
according to the degree of their sight and students who cannot see are not held responsible for
visual questions and are asked to answer fewer questions with extra time with the support of a
reader in examinations held by Centre for Measurement- Selection and placement in Turkey.
In addition to that, there are differing practices for those who certify their handicap. By taking
the above mentioned situations into consideration, should validity evidence for a test be
considered on normal conditions, or should different validity evidence be searched for the sub-
groups of different characteristics?
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It depends what the validity questions are. Remembering that validity refers to a specific testing
purpose, one question might be if the test is similarly valid for standard test administrations and
accommodated test administrations. Another question might be if the scores from standard and
accommodated administrations are comparable. A more specific question might be whether the
accommodation has changed the construct measured. There is a great deal of literature and applied
research in these areas.

13. Can a solution be found to the problem of range narrowing with a statistical approach?

Restriction of range is really important when evaluating test data. | have seen many studies that have
concluded a lack of invariance across groups (at either the item or total test score level), that is probably
just picking up on differential restriction of range. Statistics such as item biserials, reliability
coefficients, factor loadings, and etc., need variability. If a test is too easy or too hard for one group,
it will look like a source of bias, but really it is just an artifact of restriction of range.

One way we have handled this problem is to sample from the unrestricted group in a way that matches
the distribution in the restricted group. That strategy controls for differential restriction of range. Of
course, disattenuation for restriction of range is also handy when appropriate, and when you have the
data to do it.

14. Messick (1995) states that validity can be defined broadly as the result and use of both evidence
collection and score interpretation and sees content validity and criterion-based validity as sub-
parts of construct validity. Messick points out that the concept of unitary validity demonstrates
the construct validity of a test. The concept was criticised in that it could not answer simple
guestions about what a test measured and that it was rather related with complex score
interpretations which were explained with nomological network. Considering the fact that
different types of validity serve to different purposes, is it possible to form an umbrella term for
validity (as different from construct validity)?

15. Messick (1995) states that validity can broadly be defined as the result and use of both evidence
collection and score interpretation and sees content validity and criterion-based validity as sub-
parts of construct validity. Accordingly, how correct is it to investigate construct validity
independently of content and criterion-based validity? Should the validity of a measurement
always be investigated as a whole? Which type of validity should firstly be looked at?

Please see the Sireci (2012) for an answer to these two questions.
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Stephen G. Sireci ile Gecerlik Uzerine Soylesi

Soylesiyi yapan: Nuri DOGAN?
Soylesi yapilan: Stephen G. SIRECI?

Ceviri: Nuri DOGAN
Burcu ATAR?
Nermin KIBRISLIOGLU UYSAL*
Osman TAT®
Cem MALAKCIOGLU®

GIRIS

Asagidaki sorular Hacettepe Universitesi, Egitim Fakiiltesi, Egitim Bilimleri Béliimii, Egitimde
Olgme ve Degerlendirme Anabilim Dali doktora programindaki OLC720 Klasik Test Kurami dersi
kapsaminda {retilmistir. Derse katilan 23 06grenciye “Eger karsimizda ‘gegerlik’ konusunda
uluslararasi taninirliga (iine) sahip bir uzman olsaydi, ona gegerlikle ilgili sormak istediginiz en 6nemli
ii¢ soru ne olurdu?” diye sorulmus ve bu sorular1 yazmalari istenmistir. Boylece 69 soru elde edilmistir.
Elde edilen 69 soru kapsam, onemlilik ve anlasilabilirlik bakimindan ders sorumlusu tarafindan
gbzden gecirilmis ve 32 soru ¢ikarilarak 37 soruya indirgenmistir. Derse katilan 6grencilerden ders
sorumlusu tarafindan secgilen sorular1 en Onemliden en Onemsize dogru siralamalar1 istenmistir.
Ogrencilerin verdigi puanlar toplanarak sorularin énem sirasi belirlenmistir. Ogrencilerin puanlarina
gore siralanmig 37 sorudan 15°1 cevaplandirilmasi igin secilmistir.

Cevaplarin gevirisi bes farkli aragtirmaci tarafindan bagimsiz olarak yapilmis sonrasinda aralarindaki
uyuma bakilmistir. Ceviri sirasinda bire bir ¢eviri yerine anlam biitlinliigli en dogru ifade eden
climleler kullanilmustir.

SOYLESI SORULARI ve YANITLARI

1. Farkh kanut tiirlerinin ¢cogalmast ve farkl kanait tiirlerinden hangisine oncelik verecegimize
iliskin bir élgiitiin olmamast gegerlik tiirlerine iliskin yapilan siniflandirmalarin gerekliligi
noktasinda size ne diisiindiirtmektedir? Bu kapsamda, size gore en gegerli gecerlik tanimi ve
sintflandirmasi nedir?

2. Gegerlik tiirlerinin tamimlamada farkh anlayislar bulunmaktadir. Ornegin Standartlarin son
versiyonunda gecerlik kanitlar elde etme yollari vardwr. Kapsam, élciit dayanakl, yap gecerligi
gibi tiirler yoktur. Bu ilgili tamimlamalara yonelik goriis ayriligi ne gibi nedenlerden dolay
ortaya ¢tknugtir?

1-2. Bu iki soruyu birlikte cevaplayacagim. Gegerligin en iyi tammminin Egitimsel ve Psikolojik Testler
icin Standartlarin giincel baskisinda verildigini diisiiniiyorum. Giincel baski1 2014 yilinda yayimlandi
ve bu 6.baskidir. Onlar gecerligi “kanit ve kuramin testlerin amaglanan kullanimlar igin test
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puanlarinin yorumlanmasini ne 6l¢iide destekledigi” seklinde tanimlamaktadir (Amerikan Egitimsel
Arastirma Dernegi, Amerikan Psikoloji Dernegi ve Egitimde Olgme Ulusal Konseyi, 2014, p. 11). Bu
tanim esasen 5. baskida verilen tanimla aynidir (AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999). Bu tanim énemlidir
¢linkii tanimda sunlar1 gérebiliriz;

e  Gegerlik bir testin belli bir amacina veya kullanimina gore degerlendirilmelidir.

o Testler “dogas1 geregi” gecerli veya gecersiz degildir. Gegerlenmesi gereken (tabii ki, kuram
ve uygulama ile desteklenerek) testin belli bir amag i¢in kullanimidir.

e  Gecerleme hem kanit hem de kuramin bir testin belli bir amag icin kullanimini desteklemesini
gerektirir.

Bir testin belirli bir amacla kullanimini gegerlemek (validate) igin yapilabilecek tek bir caligsma yoktur.

Gegerlik kanitinin farkli tiirleri vardir ve bir testin belli bir amag i¢in kullanimini1 desteklemek lizere
kullanilan kant tiirleri testin amacina gore degisecektir. Standartlarin son iki baskisi “belli bir kullanim
icin test puanlarimin amaglanan yorumlanmasinin gecerliginin degerlendirilmesinde kullanilabilecek”
(AERA ve digerleri, 2014, p. 13) kanitlarin bes kaynagini belirtir. Bu kaynaklar (a) test igerigine, (b)
yanit siireglerine, (c) igyapiya, (d) diger degiskenlerle iliskilere ve (e) testin sonuglarma dayanan
gecerlik kanitlaridir.

Standartlarin son iki baskisinda (AERA ve digerleri, 1999, 2014) tanimlanan gegerlik kanitlarinin bu
kaynaklar1 Standartlar’in daha 6nceki baskilarinda tamimlananlar ile ayni degildir.

Tablo 1°de Standartlar’in farkli baskilarmi ve gecerligin farkli kategorilerini veya gegerlik kaniti
tirlerini/kaynaklarint nasil tamimladiklarin1 listeliyorum. Giincel baskinin  “gecerlik  kanit
kaynaklarm1” tanimladigina dikkat edin, ¢linkii gegerligin farkli tiirleri yoktur. Oniine “yap1”
kelimesini koysaniz da koymasaniz da gegerlik biitiinsel bir kavramdir. Gegerligin giincel taniminin
(AERA ve digerleri, 2014) ve gecerlik kanitlarinin bes kaynaginin bir¢ok nedenden dolay1 gegerligi
tanimlamanin en iyi yolu oldugunu diisiiniiyorum. Ilk olarak, bunlar tek bir kisinin iiriinii degildir. 60
y1l1 agkin bir siiredir, ti¢ kurulug gecerligin ne anlama geldigi ve test puanlarinin (kullanimlarinin) nasil
gecerli kilinmas1 gerektigi hakkinda fikir birligine varmak igin birlikte ¢alismaktadir. Ikinci olarak,
tanim gegerligin, test kullanimina isaret ettigini vurgulamaktadir ve bu gecerleme hem kuramsal
dogrulama hem de deneysel kanit gerektirmektedir. Bunlar reddetmesi zor, apacik gerceklerdir.

Tablo 1. Standartlar *da Gegerlik Kanitlarinin Zaman I¢indeki Siiflandirilmasi

Yayim

Gegerlik Siniflandirmalart

Psikolojik testler ve tanilayict yontemler igin teknik
tavsiyeler: Bir &n éneri (APA, 1952)

Smiflamalar: Yordama, durum, kapsam, Uyum

(uygunluk)

Psikolojik testler ve tanilayici yontemler icin teknik
tavsiyeler (APA, 1954)

Tiirler: Yapi, eszamanli, yordama, kapsam

Egitimsel ve psikolojik testler ve kilavuzlar igin
standartlar (APA, 1966)

Tiirler: Olgiit dayanakli, yap1 dayanakli, kapsam
dayanakl

Egitimsel ve psikolojik testler i¢in standartlar (APA,
AERA, ve NCME, 1974)

Yonler: Olgiit dayanakl, yap1 dayanakli, kapsam
dayanakl

Egitimsel ve psikolojik testler i¢in standartlar (AERA,
APA, ve NCME, 1985)

Siniflamalar: Olgiit dayanakli, yapt dayanakl, kapsam
dayanakli

Egitimsel ve psikolojik testler i¢in standartlar (AERA,
APA, ve NCME, 1999)

Kanit Kaynaklari: Kapsam, yanitlama siireci, i¢ yapi,
diger degiskenlerle iligkiler, testin sonuglari
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3. Bir testin cevaplanma siireci gecerlik kanmiti olarak nasil kullanilmaktadir? Genis katilimh
sinavlarda cevaplama siireci gecerlik icin kanit olarak kullanilabilir mi?

Yanitlama siirecine dayali gecerlik kanitlar1 “yap1 ve testi alan alanlar tarafindan gercekten ortaya
konan performans ya da tepkinin ayrintili dogasi arasindaki uyumla iliskili kanitlara” karsilik
gelmektedir. (AERA ve digerleri, 2014, p. 15). Bu kanut tiiriiniin 6rnekleri katilimcilarla test sorularina
verdikleri yanitlar hakkinda goriisme yapmay1, test maddelerine cevap veren katilimeilarin sistematik
bir bicimde gozlemlenmesini, puanlayicilarin performans gorevlerini puanlarken kullandiklan
oOlciitlerin degerlendirilmesini, madde yanitlama siiresinin analizini (kronometrik analiz), 6grencilerin
g0z hareketlerinin takibini ve katilimcilarin test maddelerini ¢6zerken kullandiklari akil yiiriitme
siirecinin degerlendirilmesini kapsar. Bu kanit(lar) 6zellikle testin {ist diizey becerileri ortaya ¢ikarma
derecesini ve farkli alt evrenlerden gelen &grencilerin test maddelerini ne kadar iyi anladiklarinm
degerlendirmede oldukca kullanighdir. Egitim alanindaki pek ¢ok yeni testin Ust diizey biligsel
becerileri vurguladig1 diisiiniiliirse, bu testlerin so6z konusu yetenekleri yeterince Olgtiigiine dair
kanitlar gerekecektir.

4. Mutlak degerlendirme ile bagil degerlendirme yapilan durumlarda gecerlik kanitlarinin
toplanmasinda farkl yollar izlenmeli midir?

Mutlak ve bagil degerlendirmenin ne anlama geldigini anlamadim. Ancak, bir “gecerlik arglimani”
ortaya koymak icin gecerlik kanitlarinin farkli kaynaklarimin nasil bir araya getirilecegi hakkinda
konusalim. Kane (1992, 2006, 2013), bir testin belirli bir amag igin kullaniminin gec¢erlenmesinin,
testin belirli bir amag i¢in kullanilmasinin dogrulandigi saglam ve mantikli bir argiiman gelistirmekten
farksiz oldugunu 6ne siirmektedir. Standartlar, gecerlik kanitlarinin bes kaynaginin testin belli bir
amag¢ icin kullanimini desteklemek icin tutarli bir sekilde sentezlenmesi gerektigini one siirerek
ozellikle bu bakis acisin1 benimsemistir. Ornegin, “Saglam bir gegerlik argiimani, mevcut kanitlarin
ve kuramin belirli kullanimlar i¢in test puanlarinin amaglanan yorumunu destekleme derecesini tutarli
bir agiklamayla birlestirir” diye belirmektedirler (AERA ve digerleri, 2014, p.21). Gegerlemeye
yonelik argiiman-temelli yaklasim, bir mahkeme salonunda bir testin kullanilmasini savunmaya
benzerdir. Buradaki fikir, testin belli bir amag i¢in kullanilmasini destekleyecek cesitli ve giiglii
kanitlar sunmaktir. Bu kanitlar biitiini, testin planlanan hedeflerini karsilayan ve istenmeyen sonuglar
dogurmayan kanitlari igermelidir.

5. Bir ¢calismada, gecerlik calismast yapilabilecek yeterli orneklem yoksa gegerlik kaniti toplamak
icin ne yapilabilir?

Testin kapsamina dayali gecerlik kanitlar1 genellikle alan uzmanlar1 kullanilarak elde edilir ve
genellikle ¢ok az sayida uzmanin {iriniidir (6rnegin, 10 veya daha az). Dolayisiyla, gegerlik
calismalarinin tamamen madde yanitlari ve test puanlarmin analizine dayali olmadigmi liitfen
hatirlaymn. Kapsam gecerligi kaniti egitimle ilgili testlerde temeldir ve gereklidir. Yanitlama
siireglerine dayali gegerlik kanitina dayanan caligmalarin ¢ogunlugu da ¢ok kiiciik Grneklem
biiyiikliigii kullanir.

6. Bir testin cevaplanma siireci gecerlik kanmiti olarak nasi kullanilmaktadir? Genis katiliml
sinavlarda cevaplama siireci gecerlik icin kanit olarak kullanilabilir mi?

Uciincii sorunun cevabina bakiniz.

7. Gegerlilik ile ¢coklu yontem-¢oklu ozellik analizi arasindaki iliski nasil agiklanwr?

Campbell and Fiske’yi (1959) okumanizi 6neririm.
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8. Boud (1995) ve Messick (1995), alternatif degerlendirme yontemleri icin sonucsal gecerlik
kavramum giindeme getirmislerdir. Degerlendirmenin ogrenme iizerindeki etkisine dayanan
sonucsal gecerligin tayininde hangi yollara bagvurulmaktadr?

Messick “sonugsal gegerlik (consequential validity)” terimini kullanmamistir. Standartlar, “testin
sonuglarina dayali gegerlik kanitlarini” tanimlar. Testin sonuglarina dayali gecerlik kaniti, bir test
programi ile iliskilendirilen kasith (intended) veya kasitsiz (unintended) sonuglarin
degerlendirilmesini ifade eder. Testler, psikolojik rahatsizliklarin dogru tanilanmasi, kamunun
korunmasi, dgretimin gelistirilmesi ve yapilarin daha iyi anlagilmasi gibi pozitif sonuglar arttirmak
icin kullanilir. Agikc¢a diisliniilmemis veya planlanmamis kasitsiz pozitif sonuglar da ortaya cikabilir.
Ancak test programinda kasitsiz negatif sonuglar da ortaya ¢ikabilir. Belirli gruplar i¢in egitim ve is
olanaklarinda azalmaya neden olan ters etki, okul birakma oraninda artis, test performansina dayal
olarak g¢aligsan maaslar1 veya kaynak aktarimina iligkin kotii kararlar kasitsiz sonuglarin drnekleri
olabilir.

Sonuca dayal1 gecerlik kanit1 hesap verilebilirlik (6rnegin okul veya 6gretmenleri degerlendirmek i¢in
testlerin kullanilmasi1) gibi bazi amaglar i¢in testlerin gegerlenmesi disiiniildiigiinde ozellikle
onemlidir. ABD’de hesap verilebilirligi test etmek federal egitim politikasinca gereklidir ve genellikle
paydaslar icin beklenen sonuglarin ana hatlarim belirten bir eylem kuramiyla birlikte gelir. Ornegin,
ogrencilerin test sonuglaria gore 6gretmenleri degerlendirmek, amaglanan miifredati 6gretmek igin
ogretmenleri tesvik eder ve bu daha ¢ok odaklanmis Ggretimin, 6grencilerin séz konusu miifredati
dgrenmelerini gelistirecedi varsayilir. Istenen sonuglarin gerceklestirilme derecesi ve istenmeyen
sonuglarin (6rnegin, diisiik 6gretmen morali, 6grencilerin 6grenmesini azaltacak sekilde miifredatin
daraltilmasi) ne Olciide en aza indirilecegi, hesap verilebilirlik igin egitim alanindaki testlerinin
gecerliginin incelenmesinde 6nemlidir. Lise mezuniyeti veya tiniversiteye giris i¢in bir test kullanmak
gibi, diger test amaglarinin da degerlendirilmesi gereken sonuglari vardir.

9. Alan yazina bakildiginda da gecerlige dair farkl yaklasimlar ve stniflamalar bulunmaktadir.
Durumu ozellestirmek adina hipotetik bir durum iizerinden soru yer almaktadir. -Ust diizey
becerileri (6r; problem ¢ozme, elestirel diigiinme) dl¢mek istiyorsunuz. Test puanlarinin sonucu
kritik (high stakes) éneme sahip kararlarda kullanilacak. Gegerligi saglamak adina testin
gelistirilmesinden puanlarin anlami ve kullanimina kadar olan siirecte nasil gecerlik kanitlari
sunarsiniz?

Dordiincii sorunun cevabina bakiniz.

10. Likert tipi olceklerde bireylere ait puanlarin hesaplanmasi, maddelere verilen tepkilerin sayisal
degerlerinin toplanmast ile gerceklestirilmektedir. Fakat her maddenin ilgili yapiya hizmet etme
derecesinin farklihk gosterdigi de acikar. Bu baglamda, bu gercege ragmen puanlarin diiz bir
sekilde toplanmast ne derece dogru ve bu puanlardan elde edilen bulgularin/ yapilan
ctkarumlarin gecerliligi ne derece yiiksektir?

Gegerligin testin belirli bir amag i¢in kullanimina karsilik geldigini hatirlayiniz. Genel olarak tek
maddelik testler yoktur ve dolayisiyla ¢ikarimlar ve kararlar pek ¢ok maddeden hesaplanan puanlara
dayanarak yapilir. Bir veya iki maddeyle ilgili bir problem varsa bu durum, toplam test puanlarini ve
yorumlamayi nasil etkiledigine bagl olarak, dnemli olabilir de olmayabilir de. Gegerlik analizine
madde diizeyi, toplam puan diizeyi ve alt puan diizeyi gibi farkli diizeylerdeki analizleri katmak iyidir.
Eger gecerlik kanitlarinin bes kaynagii dikkate alacaksaniz, tiim diizeyler hesaba katilir. Madde
analizleri ve degisen madde fonksiyonu igyapiya dayali gecerlik kanitimin bir parcasidir. Test
kapsamina dayali ¢alismalarda oldugu gibi, boyutluluk analizleri de genellikle madde diizeyine
odaklanir. Ancak diger degiskenlerle iliskiler (6rnegin, yordama gecerligi, degisen yordama gecerligi,
coklu ozellik-goklu metot) toplam test puan diizeyine odaklanacaktir. Degerlendirilecek olan belli
gecerlik sorusu analizin diizeyini belirleyecektir.
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11. Tiirkiye olarak sinav uygulamalarinda daha cok test giivenligi noktasina odaklanmaktayiz ve
gecerlik adina ortaya konulan cogu uygulamalart kurumlarimizin heniiz uygulamaya
koymadigimi gormekteyiz. Diyelim ki Tiirkiye’de yapilan sinavlar ile ilgili yetkili bir komisyon
sizinle calismak istedi. Gecgerligi bilimsel ve sosyal degerler temelinde diisiinerek hangi
uygulamalari ne sekilde degistirmek isterdiniz ve onerileriniz ne olurdu?

Guvenirlik onemlidir ancak belirli bir amac igin gecerli olmayan testlerin yine de guvenilir
olabilecegini hatirlamak daha énemlidir. Ornegin, bir {iniversite giris testi giivenilir puanlar iiretebilir;
ancak, bir matematik dersinde Ogrencilere not vermek igin kullanmldiginda gecerli olmayacaktir.
Sanirim 6nceki sorular cevaplarim test gecerleme siirecini nasil ele alacagimu tarif ediyor.

12. Turkiye'de OSYM’nin (Olgme-Secme ve Yerlestirme Merkezi) uyguladigi cesitli sinavlarda
gorme engelli adaylarin gorme derecesine gore farkl yazi puntolarinda kitapciklar verildigi,
gorme vyetisi olmayan adaylara ise gorsel sorulardan sorumlu tutulmayarak daha az soru
soruldugu, bir okuyucunun destegi ve belirli bir ek siire ile sinava girdikleri bilinmektedir.
Bunun yaminda cesitli éziir durumlart icin rapor alan adaylar icin de farkli uygulamalar
bulunmaktadir (lavabo ihtiyact gibi). Yukarida belirtilen benzer durumlar go7 dniine
alindiginda, bir testin gecerlik kanitlar1 normal sartlar altinda mi diigiiniilmeli veya farkh
ozelliklere ait alt gruplar icin farkl gecerlik kanitlart da aranmali mudir?

Bu gecerlik sorusunun ne olduguna baghidir. Gegerligin testin belli bir amacina karsilik geldigini
hatirlarsak, testin standart test uygulamalar1 ve uyarlanmis test uygulamalari i¢in benzer sekilde gecerli
olup olmadig1 bir soru olabilir. Bir diger soru, Standart ve uyarlanmis test uygulamalarindan elde
edilen puanlarin karsilastirilabilir olup olmadigi olabilir. Daha 6zel bir soru ise uyarlamanin 6lgiilen
yapiy1 degistirip degistirmedigi olabilir. Bu alanlarda olduk¢a genis bir alanyazin ve uygulamali
arastirma bulunmaktadir.

13. Yordama gecerligindeki ranj daralmasi sorununa istatistiksel yaklasimlarla ¢coziim bulunabilir
mi?

Test verisi degerlendirilirken ranjin daralmasi gercekten onemlidir. Muhtemelen degisen ranj
daralmasindan kaynaklanan gruplar arasi degismezligin (hem madde hem de toplam test puani
diizeyinde) olmadigr sonucuna varan birgok calisma gordiim. Madde cift serileri, giivenirlik
katsayilar1, faktor yiikleri vb. gibi istatistikler degiskenlige ihtiya¢ duyar. Eger bir test bir grup igin
cok kolay ya da ¢ok zorsa, bu bir yanlilik kaynagi gibi goriinecektir ancak bu gergekte sadece ranj
daralmasinin yapay etkisidir.

Bu problemle basa cikmanin bir yolu, smirlandirilmis grubun dagilimi ile ortiisecek sekilde,
sinirlandirilmamis gruptan 6rneklem ¢ekmektir. Bu strateji degisen ranj daralmasini kontrol altina alir.
Tabii ki, ranj daralmasimin hafifletilmesi bunu yapabilecek veriye sahipseniz ve uygun diisiiyorsa
kullanislidir.

14. Messick (1995) gecgerligin, hem kanit toplama hem de puan yorumlarimin sonuclart ve
kullanimi olarak genig bir bicimde tanimlanabilecegini belirterek kapsam ve olgiit dayanakl
gecerligi, yap1 gecerliginin alt boliimleri olarak gormiistiir. Messick’in birlestirilmis (unitary)
gecerlik kavrami, testlerin gecerligi icin toplanan tiim kanitlarin testin yapi gecerligini ortaya
koyacagini belirtmektedir. Birlestirilmis gecerlik kavrami, testin neyi olctiigiine dair basit
sorulart yanitlamadigi, daha ¢ok nomolojik ag ile aciklanan karmasik puan yorumlamalariyla
ilgili oldugu yoniinde elestiriler almigtir. Farkll gegerlik tiirlerinin farkli amaglara hizmet ettigi
diigiiniildiigiinde gegerlige iligkin (yap: gegerliginden farkl olarak) bir cati kavram olusturmak
mumkun madar?

15. Messick (1995) gecerligin, hem kanit toplama hem de puan yorumlarimin sonuglari ve
kullanimi olarak genig bir bicimde tanimlanabilecegini belirterek kapsam ve olgiit dayanakl
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gecerligi, yap1 gecerliginin alt boliimleri olarak gormiistiir. Buna gore kapsam ve olgiit
dayanakli gecerlikten bagimsiz olarak yap: gecerligini arastirmak ne derece dogru olur? bir
Olciimiin gecerligi her zaman bir biitiin olarak mi arastiridmalidir? Oncelikle hangi gecerlik
turdne bakmak gerekir?

14 ve 15. Litfen bu iki soru i¢in Sireci (2012)’ye bakiniz.
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