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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

There has developed in the field of secular educabtion the exten-
sive and successful use of testing devices to both measure and improve
classroom instruction. These devices, too numerous to name, not
only measure achievement, but also aptitude, personality, intelligence,
personnel and many other factors. Religious education at one time
made an effort to employ these devices but failed.

Therefore, the following questions need to be considered:

(1) what were the trends of religious education when religious
testing was first used? (2) what general attitude stimulated test
development? (3) why was this movement abandoned in religious
education while secular education continued to develop and refine
the instruments of measurement? (li) is there a practical use for

objective measurement in religious education?
THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The purpose of this research was twofold: (1) to investigate
the problem of measurement in the field of religious education,
making note of (a) the early development of religious testing devices,
(b) their disappearance, (c) to discover reasons for their disap-
pearance with the intent of arriving at a possible solution; and
(2) to establish a foundation for future development of modern

educational methods in religious education.



Justification of Study.

The premise of this study is that "some kind of measurement
or evaluation is inevitable in education."l Preliminary research
has revealed that at one time religious education proposed and
attempted to use refined methods of testing to measure what some call
"factors of religion." In secular education these refined methods of
testing have remained and are being expanded. They are considered an
important part of the tobtal program of education. On the evidence
of the lack of available published material and present use it may be
assumed that religious education no longer considers these methods
important to its program.

This study was made to discover why religious education has
discontinued the use of refined testing methods and by discovering
the reasons, to lay a foundation for re-establishing the principles

of evaluation in religious education.

Delimitation of Study.

The area of measurement in education is far too broad to be
fully considered in one thesis., Neasurement in its entire scope
could easily touch on every aspect of Christian education. Because
of the broadness of measurement, this study will be limited to a
brief survey of the testing movement in religious education and an

analysis of available religious education tests.

1¢, G. Ross, Measurement in Today's Schools (New York:
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1947}, p. L5.




DEFINITION OF TERMS.

There are a few terms with a broad meaning which are used
interchangeably. The words measurement, evaluation and occasionally
testing are used to designate general meanings in relation to
instruments, methods and movement. The interchanging use of these
terms is significant only in thalt each has a shade of difference in
meaning and all of these meanings need to be included. Measurement,
as used in this study, implies the use of some tool such as a test
or scale. Evaluation is a more inclusive concept and includes factors
other than definite tools., It may be used to describe a comparison
of the realized with the ideal, Test is even more limited than
measurenent. It implies only a type of instrument. A1l of these

terms are used in reference to methods and movement.

Religious Testing.

The term religious testing refers to methods of measurement

and evaluation used in religious education.

Psychological Testing and Educational Testing.

Distinction is not made in this thesis between psychological
testing and educational testing. The two are so closely related in
the development of the movement as a whole that it is impractical to
separate them. ZEducational testing is more limited in scope than
psychological testing. The latter is used in counseling, guidance,
business personnel and many other areas while educational testing is

limited to education.



Correlation.

The term correlation will be used frequently. It is defined
as "Relationship or !going-togetherness'! between two scores or

measures .

Criterion.

Criterion may be defined as "A standard by which a test may be

judged or evaluated.!2

Ttem (Test Item).

An item 1s a single question or exercise in a tesi.

Raw Score.

The term raw score is mentioned a few times in Chapter Five,
It is defined as:

The first gquantitative result obtained in
scoring a test. Usuvally the number of
right angwers, nmumber right minus some
fraction of number wrong, time required
for performance, number of errors, or
similar direct, unconverted, uninterpreted
measure .’

Standardized Test.

A standardized test may be defined as:

lRoger T. Lennon, "A Glossary of 100 Measurement Terms,"
Test Service Notebook (New York: World Book Company, n.d.), p. 2.

2Tbid,

3Ibid., p. 5.



A systematic sample of performance obtained
under prescribed conditions, scored according
to definite rules, and capable of evaluation
by reference to normative information., Some
writers restrict the term to tests having

the above properties, whose items have been
experimentally evaluated and/or for which
evidences_of validity and reliability are
provided.l

PLAN OF PROCEDURE,

The logical place to begin is with the history of testing,
both secular and religiocus. An abundance of material is available
on the history of secular testing. Virtually no material is available
to give a history of religious testing. However, much value may be
gained to this study by a thorough understanding of secular history
and a brief discussion of religious testing history. Following this
the basic concepts of testing will be discussed. COriteria of a
good test demanded by modern secular education will be studied and
from this a schedule for evaluating tests will be proposed. The
available religious education tests which are now in existence will
then be analyzed and evaluated with the intent of reaching some con-

clusions concerning the testing movement in religious educatbion,

1Thid,
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CHAPTER II

HISTORY OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING

INTRODUCTION

It is impossible to understand testing as it is today without
first becoming acquainted with the history of its rise and devel-
opment. The methods used in modern education at the present time
have been developed through experimentation and trial and error.
Religious education had a history similar to that of secular education.
The methods which have had lasbing value have been developed through
the difficult road of experimentation. The one method retained by
secular education that has not been retained by religious education
is that of scientific objective measurement and evaluation., Some
reasons for this fact may be suggested from a study of the history
of secular tesbing. It was the writer’s purpese to discover the
general trends of measurement in the field of education and to attempt
to relate these trends to the problem as stabed in the inbroductive
chapter of this thesis. The procedure will begin wibth a brief
biographical sketch of four men who were leaders in the field of
testing-~two from the field of secular education and two from the
field of religious education. Measurement will then be discussed
from its earliest suggestion on through to the present time, The
gignificant trends in psychological testing and measurement will

then be summarized.



BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCHES

The first significant pioneer in the field of psychological
testing was Alfred Binet (1857-1911) who was a French experimental
psychologist. He was connected with the laboratory of psychology
and physiology at the Sorbonne and held a position of director for a
number of years. He began and published a journal of psychology
which expressed the French movement in psychology. Alfred Binet is
known generally for his research on human intelligence and specifi-
cally for his scales and tests to measure intelligence. He wrote
five books in this area.l

Edward Iee Thorndike (187L- ) has been one of the most
important figures in the development of secular educational testing
and measurement. He received continual promotion at Teachers college,
Columbia University until he became professor in 190L4. Later he
became director of the division of psychology of the institute of
educational research at Teachers college. During World War I
Thorndike was chairman of the committee on classification of per-
sonnel in the Army. While he served in this capacity, he was
instrumental in establishing an efficient system for the classification
and distribution of troops. A recent compilation of his writings
show a total of over three hundred titles, more than thirty of which
are well known books, many in the area of testing. It has been said

of him "no other person has touched the measurement movement at so

Calter Yust, ed., Encyclopedia Britannica (Chicago: 1947),
ITI, pp. 581, 2.




many points or has contributed so much to it nd

Ernest John Chave (1886- ) has been prominent in the field
of religious education. He has spent the greatest part of his career
at the University of Chicago Divinity School as professor and has
held a number of important positions on education boards and in
organizations.2 His chief interests have been in progressive educa~
tional philosophy and methods. He has published a number of books
important in the area of testing including the following: Measurement

of Attitudes, Measure Religion, and Personality Development in

Children,?

Frank Melbourne McKibben (18&9- )s Who was head of the
Department of Religious Education at Northwestern University and
Garrett Biblical Institute for many years, distribubed a number of
religious tests. He holds the following degrees: A.B., S.T.B., M.A.,
and Ph.D. He is the author of a number of books in the field of

religious education.h

TESTING UNTIL 1900

The earliest mention of any form of test may be found in the

Bible:
And the Gileadites tock the passages of

lmpid., vol. XXII, p. 155.

23. C. Schwarz, ed., Who's Who In The Clergy (New York: no
publisher given, 1936), p. 216,

S1efferts A. Loetscher, ed., Twenbieth Century Encyclopedia of
Religious Knowledge (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1955), pe 252.

L‘Sch's'a'a:c'z, ed., op. cit., p. 778.



Jordan before the Ephraimites: and it was so,
that when those Ephraimites which were escaped
said, Iet me go over; that the men of Gilead
sald unto him, Art thou an Ephraimite? If he
said, Nay; then said they unto him, Say now
Shibboleth: and he said Sibboleth: for he
could not frame to pronounce it right. They
then took him, and slew him at the passages
of Jordan: for there fell at that time_of
the Ephraimites forty and two thousand .+
China's remarkable stability, according to the sociclogist,
can be attributed to five factors, one of which is their highly
organized examination system. There is a great differsnce of opinion
as to the beginning of this system. One author states that it began
as early as 2200 B.C.2 and another claims it did not have its be-
ginning until 225 B.C.2
The system has been described as being "thoroughly democratic,
ruthless, invariable, and orthodox."h' The candidates were confined
to isolated cells for hours at a time and compelled to write lengthy
papers or treatises on assigned topics.5
The oral examination was used in the universities during the

medieval times. The University of Bologna by 1219 A.D. and the

University of Paris before the close of the thirteenth century

lJudges 12:5,6, King James Translation.

2Harry A. Greene and others, Measurement and Evaluation In The
Secondary School (New York: ILongmans, Green and Co., 19435), p. 37,

5. c. Ross, Measurement in Today's Schools (New Yorks
Prentice-Hall Inc., 1947), P. 27.

bIbid.

SGreene and others, loc, cit.
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required degree candidates to defend their theses orally. The first
written educational examination probably made its first appearance at
Cambridge in England in 1702,1

With the increase of students in the 1800's the Boston school
committee was forced to change its method of yearly inventory which
had included an oral examination of all its pupils. Their first
solution was to0 quiz only the highest grade bubt this also became
impossible as the number of students grew. In 18,5 a sub-committee
appointed to survey the grammar departments decided to use written
examinations. This was the beginning of an awakening to the need for
carefully worked out written examinations that were as fair as possible.
This incident made a real impression on Horace Mann, who was prominent
in education at that time, and he published his comment; thereby
putting this before the public,2

Credit for devising and using the first objective measures of
achievement is given to Rev. George Fisher--an English schoolmaster,
His "scale books" were in use in the Greenwich Hospibtal School as
early as 186, They scaled performance by units of one~fourth from
one, representing the highest, to five, representing the lowesi
degrees of efficiency. It is interesting to note that his work pro-
duced no lasting results because "he lived too far in advance of the
thought and educational practice of his day."3 This may hint toward

the solution of the problem of this thesis,

Ibid., p. 38.

u————

2Tbid., p. 39.

5Ibid., p. l1.



11

In America it is noted that Dr. J. M. Rice discovered an idea
for comparative tests in 189l which made him the "real inventor of
conparative tests."l He administered a list of spelling words in
many school systems and analyzed the results. His conclusions were
very revealing and quite a shock to the Department of Superintendence
of the National Education Association. He was highly criticized and
consequently it was not until ten years later that significant
attention was brought to the objective method in education testing.g

However, apart from educational testing there was development
in objective scientific testing and measurement before 1900 in the
area of psychology. Galton, with the publication of Hereditary
Genius in 1869, brought the scientific study of individual differences
into focus.? After this the first name to appear in the area of
intelligence tests was that of Wilhelm Wundt at Leipzig in 1879, His
interest, however, was confined to reaction times and did not include
the problem of individual differences. Nevertheless, he did influence
the course of psychology considerably and especially the work of other -
German psychologists who introduced many forms of separate tests which
were borrowed later.h

Following this limited approach, Alfred Binet entered the scene.

Binet was, in a sense, daring and imaginative for he was not afraid of

11hid.
2Tbid.
31bid.

hRoss, op. cit., pp. 30, 31,
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making errors as he searched for methods to measure "intelligence"
even though he never seemed quite sure of what he meant by the term. L
In 1895 Binet and Henri described ten types of tests which they thought
were likely to discriminate between levels of mental abili‘b‘y.2
Intelligence tests were still vague and general until after the turn

of the century.

RISE OF TESTING (1900-1910)

Measurement and evaluation methods were becoming more accepted
by this time and the shocking results of J. M. Rice's study began to
be recognized. Alfred Binet was beginning to make an impression and
in 1905 he introduced the first scale for the measurement of intelli-
gence, This first scale, though crude, still has served as the
pattern for all subsequent tests and scales the world over. The 1908
revision was a definite improvement and introduced the "mental age'
concept.3

Although J. M. Rice's analysis of teaching spelling by compar-
ative tests was introduced earlier, the first actual test for measuring
achievement was the Stone Arithmetic Test which was published in 1908
and the first scale was the Thorndike Handwriting Scale announced in

1909 and published the following year.lt

1mbid., p. 3.

2Greene and others, op. cit., p. L3.
JRoss, op. cit., p. 36.

btpid., p. L.
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DEVELOPMENT OF TESTING (1910-1920)

Much of the brush had been cleared in the field of testing
by this time and it was becoming the current "band wagon" in the area
of psychology as well as gaining momentum in education. Beginning
about 1910, several studies in rapid succession showed the unrelia-
bility of school marks and examinations. Variations which were found
in grading and testing gave significance to this research. Marks for
German showed 17.1 per cent A's and 8.4 per cent F's while marks in
English showed 6.5 per cent A's and 15.5 per cent F's. (Taken from
the University of Chicago High School) Does this mean that English is
harder than foreign languages? Another example of the subjectivity
of measurement and evaluation in education at that time is found in
another study. An English composition was given to one hundred English
teachers to mark, assigning it a percentage value and also indicating
the school grade in which they would expect that quality of work to
be done. The percentage values varied from sixty to ninety-eight and
estimated grade location from the fifth grade to a junior in college.
The composition had been the best found in a survey at Gary, Indiana
and was written by a high school senior whose special interest was
journalism. Many other startling surveys and studies were conducted
during this period of time which promoted the development of testing.l

Intelligence testing took great strides during this period due
to certain circumstances which will be discussed in the following

paragraph. lewis Terman (1&77- ) revised the Binet Scale and

11pid., pp. Lh-Lo.
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adapted it for use with American children--normal as well as subnormal,
This revision appeared in 1916 along with a most complete manual

titled The Measurement of Intelligence. This test, now called the

"Stanford-Binet", was still limited to use with separate individuals.t
In 1917, when the United States was faced with the necessity
of training men for position as commissioned officers and regulars,
a number of psychologists volunteered their services. Thorndike was
elected chairman and they proceeded to devise a method of classifying
thousands of men. The old and expensive method of testing each
individual separately was discarded and the Army Alpha was created.
It was limited to those who could read and understand the English
language. So a second test, which was a non-language test for use
with illiterates and men who could not read and understand English,
was devised and called the Army Beta.® The use of these two tests
demonstrated three things: (1) the value of mental tests for re-
vealing individual differences in mental ability among people of
normal intelligence, (2) the fact that mental testing need not be a
costly, individual procedure, and (3) the value of the tests in the
practical classification of men. This experience, then, aided
greatly the growth of testing and immediately after the war group

tests were adapted to the elementary and high school levels.o

1.
Tbid., pp. 37,38.

2Greene and others, op. cit., pp. L3,k

3Thaodore Torgerson and Georgia Adams, Measurement and
Evaluation (New York: The Dryden Press, 195L), pp. 28,29.
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In 1918 Thorndike published one of the most influential
articles that has ever appeared on the subject of educational
measurements. In it he challenged men to put action to their
criticism and improve their methods. According to R. B. Buckingham
it was in 1919 that "test-making passed from an amateur to a pro-
fessional basis." Quantity production had been achieved but tests
were not of the highest quality. There was a growing conviction that
emphasis should be placed upon quality of work rather than quantity

alone.1

EXTENSION OF STANDARDIZED TESTING (1920-1930)

With the progress made during World War I in standardizing
tests, testing experienced a real improvement in qualiby. Although
personality and character tests had their introduction before this
period, they came into wider use in 1921. Voelker devised some actual

test sibuations for measuring character. The Woodworth Personal Data

Sheet created in 1917 to measure the ability of soldiers to adjust to
trying conditions of army life was adapted by Mathews in 1923 for

school use.2

An important step in educational testing was the organization
of achievement tests into batteries. This took place just before or
during the early 1920's, By the administration of a test battery

which included subtests on skills in reading, arithmetic, language

YRoss, op. eit., pp. L9-50.

®Tbid., p. 53.
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and other subjects, measures could be obtained of children's compar-
ative achievement in these different areas., In this way the achieve-
ment of class and school groups could be interpreted by comparison
with the average achievement of children in the same age group or
grade levels.t

During this period well known tests such as the Obis Intelli-

gence Test and the Stanford Achievement Test batteries appeared.

According to a recent aubhority more than one thousand standardized
tests appeared before 1950.2 Another notable development of this

period was that of statistical techniques of test analysis.

RISE OF EVALUATION (1930-1940)

During this period two main trends are noted: (1) a more
critical attitude toward tests, and (2) the development of new
methods of measurement and evaluation. In the late 1920's and the
early 1930's, testing was being pushed by enthusiasts who had "seen
the light." Tests of intelligence and achievement were administered
widely and somewhat indiscriminately. Their results were accepted
quickly and uncritically and became a basis for unjustified judgments
- and actions in reference to individuals. As one authority stated,
"Many sins were committed in the name of measurement by uncritical

test users."d

1Torgerson and Adams, op. c¢it., p. 32.

2J. Wayne Wrightstone and others, Evaluation in Modern Education
(New York: American Book Company, 1956), Pe 7.

5Robert Thorndike and Elizabeth Hggen, Measurement and Evaluation
in Psychology and Education (New York: dJohn Wiley & Sons, Inc.,

1955), Pp. 6.




17

This same authority continues:

After a while the pendulum began to swing
back. More and more sharply voiced criticisms
of tests and of the uses made of tests began to
be heard. Heredity-environment discussions becane
acrimonious. The use of test scores as a basis
for classroom grouping became the subject of
bitter attack. Criticism was directed at speci-
fic tests in terms of their limited scope and
their emphasis upon restricted and traditional
objectives. It was also directed at the whole
underlying philosophy of quantification and the
use of numbers of express psychological qualities.

The critical attack had the healthy effect
of foreing the test enthusiasts themselves to be~
come more critical of their assumptions and proced-
ures and to broaden their approach to the whole
problem of psychological and educational appraisal.l
The field of testing expanded with the critical attack and new
approach to include many new tests in the areas of personality, inter-
ests, attitude and sociometric techniques. Tests such as the Rorschack
and others using projective techniques appeared. Anecdotal records
were introduced as a technique of evaluation. The use of this type
of test and technique showed the effort being made to measure the less
2

tangible objectives of the modern educational program.

In Hildreth's A Bibliography of Mental Tests and Rating Scales,

titles of all tests are listed. In the 1933 edition 3,500 titles
were listed; in the 1939 edition [,279 titles were listed; and in the
1945 supplement to the 1939 edition, there were 5,29L titles of tests

and rating scales listed.’

11big.
2Wrightstone and others, op. cit., pp. 6,7.

5Torgerson and Adams, op. cit., p. 30.
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EXTENSION OF MEASUREMENT AND EVALUATION (1940-1950)

Several authorities in a publication dated 1943 made this
statement concerning the outlook on testing at that time:

Although educational and mental measure-
ment are still unquestionably in the develop-
mental stages, their merits and appropriate
uses are increasingly coming to be recognized.
On the other hand, many of their shortcomings
are thoroughly realized. The modern emphasis
on the guidance function of the teacher and
the increased familiarity of teacher and
evaluation techniques have resulted more and
more in a transfer of measurement functions
from the specialists to the teacher and in
cooperative attacks of test specialists and
subject matter_specialists on common problems
in this field.l

Another authority indicates that:
The criteria of validity and reliability...
were increasingly applied in the selection of
tests for school use. The concept of measure-
ment was extended to include appraisal of a
variety of outcomes in relationship to the
goals of education and the potentialities of
the individual., Measurement had grown from a
static concept to a dynamic force.2
Since World War IT three main trends may be noted especially
in the elementary school: (1) the more frequent use of standardized
tests, (2) a continuing program of test improvement, making testing
more useful than it was a decade ago, and (3) the application by
classroom teachers of many methods of studying the adjustment and

development of children.J

1Greene and others, op. cit., pp. L3,lkL.
Porgerson and Adams, op. eit., p. 33.

3Ibid., pe Ul
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HISTORY OF RELIGIOUS TESTING

The bulk of religious tests seems to have been published be-
tween the years 1927 through 1933 with few tests published after that
time. To verify this the writer has examined ninebeen available
religious tests to discover the year in which they were published. If
a graph were drawn the peak would have been reached around 1930.
Indications of this are also found in a number of publications. Goodwin
B. Watson (1899- ) states that in 1921 tests related to religious

nl Watson,

education "could have been counted on a speaker's fingers.
at the time of writing his book (about 1926) listed thirty tests re-
lated to religious education that were available at that time and
seventeen tests which were not yet available® and he seemed very
opbimistic aboub fubure mass production of religious tests.o
Valuable to this study would be a brief summary of the edu-

cational philosophy behind religious testing at this time. Watson
was careful not to express the philosophy of that time as his own.
He speaks very generally in implying a progressive idea in religious
education. He says:

e« « o o the interests of religious education

are expanding. At one time, perhaps, Bible

knowledge tests would have been sufficient.

Today there is a widespread conviction that

Biblical material is taught, not for its own
sake, but in order to influence attitudes and

lGoodwin B. Watson, Experimentation and Measurement in Reli-
gious Education (New York: Association Press, 1927), p. 67.

2Ibid., pp. 70-105.

3Ibid., p. 67.
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behavior. Hence, it is demanded that tests

be applied to the real objective, the re-
sulting ideals and conduct, rather than merely
to the intermediate objective of Bible inform-
ation acquired. Many would expand their con-
cern beyond everyday morality into the wider
concerns of social welfare. They would not
care to pronounce upon an individual's reli-
gious education until his attitudes toward war,
birth control, and extraterritoriality have
been made clear. Still others would contend
that no particular information or conviection
should be regarded as the goal for religious
education, They would measure results in
terms of the process of living which has been
set up.1

Notice his use of the pronoun "they" in regard to the goals of
religious education. Although he does not relate himself %o this
progressive idea, he states that tests should be created to measure
these goals: thus indorsing that which he refused to speak of as a
personal convietion.

Dr. Chave, who was referred to earlier in this chapter, should
be noted here for his contribution to this field. He was an earnest
advocate of objective scientific measurement and he influenced this
area greatly during this period of test popularity. As was noted in

the Twentieth Cenbury Encyclopedia of Religious Knowledge, Dr. Chave's

chief interests have been in progressive educational philosophy and
methods .2

The movement at that time (early 1930's) was stimulated by the
desire to make use of all the tools used by éecular education, The

ideas of progressive educational philosophy had been borrowed from

11bid., pp. 67, 68.

2Loetscher, ed., op. cit., p. 232,
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secular education and then the use of tests as a ‘ool of education was
also apparently copied from secular education. The question arises

as to whether these methods of measurement were adopted without
careful consideration and qualification of religious goals apart from
the secular?

Religious tests began to disappear in the early 19L0's because
there was no demand for them. The leading men in the religious edu=
cation department seemed to swing away from objective tests. From the
University of Chicago, the one time stronghold of progressive education
and pioneer work in religious tests, there came a complete reversal of
position. Mr. Ross Snyder, chairman of the Religious Education Depart-
ment of the University of Chicago Divinity School offered this statements

« « o » not much has been done for quite
a while in the field of tests and measure-
ments in religious education. Partly,
everybody has been so busy trying to find
new foundations and design new shapes of
PIrograle o « o o

Another factor is our discovery that
maybe what we can find out by tests - even
attitude bests; leaves us with pretiy surface
information. . . . In order to find depth,
paper and pencil tests are misleading. We
have come closer to the methods of a thera-
peutic interview; we have to find ways
whereby a "startling encounter" with a sit-
uation or a person's faith can take place,
and then see what this awakens in a
PersOlle o « o

We have done nothing along the lines
of measurement since Dr. Chave retired. We
have been doing considerable open-ended and
depth interviewing, using projective tests. . 1

Recent articles in magazines dealing with religious education

Istatements by Ross Snyder, personal letter, January, 1958,
Used by permission.
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and chapters in recent books, however, have been devoted to discussion
of tools of measurement. In 19,3, Gaines S. Dobbins of the Southern
Baptist Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky, included a
chapter in his book which was titled "Let Us Test Our Teaching."l

In this chapter he advocated the use of scientific objective measures
as well as some subjective methods,.

C. B. Eavey in 1953 discussed evaluation methods in two chapters
of his book.° Ralph Heim of Getiysburg Seminary discussed measuring
in the Sunday Church school in his book which was published in 1950.3
Findley B. Edge suggested various types of tests and areas in which
this method might be used in a chapter of his book published in 1956.h
Although in some areas there is a revival of interest in accurate
evaluation methods, to the writer!s knowledge there are no tests

being published at the present time for use in religious education.

SUMMARY

Ross summarizes the recent trends of the testing movement in
two major areas: (1) test construction and (2) use of tests. He

states that the emphasis in test construction has changed from

1Ga1nes S. Dobbins, The Improvement of Teaching in the Sunda
School (Nashville: Southern Baptist Convention, 19L3), DPe 135-1

2. B. Eavey, The Art of Effective Teaching (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan Publishing House, 1953), Chapters IX and X,

3Ra1ph D. Heim, Leading a Sunday Church School (Philadelphias
The Muhlenberg Press, 1950), pp. 310-327.

hFindley B. Edge, Teaching for Results (Nashville: Broadman
Press, 1956), pp. 168-177.
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"quantity to quality.® He says:
e » o obest makers as a group no longer un-
blushingly make the enthusiastic claims for
their products that were common even a decade
ago., Instead there has grown up a more
eritical and becomingly modest attitude,
which is probably the most characteristic
feature of the present trend.

He also states that another recent trend is to extend the
field of measurement into new areas to develop new and more specific
types of tests.

Ross suggests four possible stages in the use of tests through
the years in which testing has been developing. In the first stage
there was a lack of interest and a large amount of indifference and
suspicion by all except those who invented the tests. The second
stage was that of curiosity and the third stage was that of confidence
and in some instances overconfidence. The fourth stage may be labeled
that of critical caution, not in curtailment in the use of tests, but
toward a more critical use of tests with more caution in the inter—
pretation of test scores.2

The testing movement in the field of religious education has
followed the same general pattern as that found in the field of secu-
lar education. Ieaders in religious education were quick to catch
the enthusiasm for testing and began to produce tests in quantity.

Opposition came and testing became almost extinct with an apparent

feeling of bitterness on the part of some leaders. Not until the

]ROSS’ 920 9_3:._3»_., p’ 620
2Ibid., p. 63,



present day has there been any reconsideration of the need for
objective evaluation in religious education. From the trends which
have been discussed in detail in secular education and the trends
implied in religious education, the writer will later suggest Some

conclusions which may have a bearing on the solution to the problem.
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CHAPTER ITI
BASIC CONCEPTS INVOLVED IN PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTING

It is the purpose of this chapter to establish a background for
the evaluation of tests. A thorough understanding of the criteria
of a good test, iuncluding a working knowledge of the different kinds
of validity, of reliability and the factors that make a test practical,
must first be acquired. These concepts, which will be defined labter,
will then be organized into a schedule for evaluating tests and this
schedule will be used to evaluate the religious tests which are

available to the writer.

THE CRITERTA OF A GOOD TEST

Validitz .

The first and most important question to be asked in

regard to any testing procedure is: How valid is it? A definition
of the term validity follows:

e« s+ o » Validity is that characteristic

which indicates the degree to which the

instrument measures or provides a diagnosis

of the psychological characteristics that

it purports to measure.
That is to say, does the test measure what it is supposed to measure,

all of what it is supposed to measure and nothing but what it is

supposed to measure?

lJ. Wayne Wrightstone and others, Evaluation in Modern
Education (New York: American Book Company, 1956), p. u42.
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The following criticisms illustrate the types of weaknesses
which may be found in tests: (1) Many tests permit minor or irrele-
vant factors to influence the score, (2) Cultural factors make it
difficult to obtain valid tests of intelligence, (3) Personal habits
of responding in borderline judgements dilute some achievement and
personality tests, (L) Traditional tests in school subjects have
been criticized because they do not show the student's ability in
all aspects of the course, (5) The meaning of any test score is also
lowered by chance errors of measurement o+

In minimizing these weaknesses and determining how valid a
test is, there are four things that must be taken into consideration.
They are: (1) predictive validity, (2) concurrent validity, (3)
content validity, and (L) construct validity.

Predictive validity is the ability of the test to predict
fubure behavior or success. Cne authority states:

« o « » bthe effectiveness of our test procedure
will be judged by the accuracy with which

test scores predict a suitable measure of
later success. This later measure is called

a criterion measure.?

The term "criterion measure" ig important to this discussion,
An example of this is the percentage of cadets eliminated from pilot
training at different aptitude levels, Of those receiving an apti-

tude rating of 1 (the lowest), 82.l per cent were eliminated from

pilot training. Of those receiving a rating of 9 (the highest),

lice J. Cronbach, Essential of Psychological Testing (New York:
Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 19L9), pPp. L9, 50.

gRobert Thorndike and Elizabeth Hagen, Measurement and Evaluation
in Psychology and Education (New York: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.,

1955), p. 116.




27

only 5.5 per cent were eliminated.d

The predictive validity can be estimated by determining the
correlation between test scores and a suitable criterion measure of
success on the job. In the example given on the preceeding page, the
correlation coefficient was .19.

According to Thorndike and Hagen it is very difficult to find
a suitable criterion measure,® However, they state that there are
four qualities that are to be desired in a criterion measure. These
are, in the order of their importance: (1) relevance, (2) freedom
from bias, (3) reliability, and (L) availability.? It must first be
decided how closely related the test score is to ulbtimate success
such as in a job. This must be done necessarily by professional
Jjudgment because of the lack of emperical evidence.

The next question is: How free from bias is this criterion
measure? Is it affected by economic status, working conditions or
quality of equipment?

Reliability of criterion measure is this: a measure of success
on the job must be stable or reproducible if it is to be predicted by
any type of device,

Finally, how available is the criterion measure? How long is
it going to take to get a criterion score for each individual and how

much will it cost? All of these must be considered in predictive

validity.

Lrpid.

2Tpid., pe 117.

31bid., p. 118.
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Concurrent validity simply "indicates the correspondence . . .
between a measure and the more or less immediate behavior or perfor-
mance of identifiable groups.“l In contrast to predictive validity,
which is concerned about future prediction, concurrent validity is
concerned about the analysis of present behavior as the diagnosis of
personality difficulties.

Content validity is concerned with the "accuracy with which
the content of the test represents the content of the course of instruce
tion."® One history teacher may consider a test invalid because it
overemphasizes military events., Another may consider it invalid be-
cause the test stresses memorizing of facts. If a scale is designed
to measure attitude toward the Bible, a question or statement aboub
the Methodist church would be invalid. The problem, therefore, is to
find out how well the test corresponds to the course content or to the
goal which has been set for it. According to an authority, the con-
tent with which to compare the test may be:

(1) the content of a particular local text
or course of study, (2) the common content
of a number of texts or courses of study,
(3) the judgment of experts as to what
should be emphasized in a course of study,
(I,) The activities the individual carries
out or the errors he makes in the general
activities of life, or (5) the knowledge
and skills that_must be displayed in a
particular job.3

Closely related to the establishing of content validity is

Wrightstone and others, op. cit., p. Ll

2Thecdore Torgerson and Georgia Adams, Measurement and
Evaluation (Wew York: The Dryden Press, 195&), P L&,

SPhorndike and Hagen, op. cit., p. 112.



29

conStruct or concept validity which is concerned with the effective-
ness of expression. However, the term "effectiveness of expression
is broad, abstract, and indefinite. The meaning as used here expresses
these ideas: Test items must be specific, concrete, and precise and
they must consist of definite limited tasks. Concepts such as "good
citizenship," "fairmindedness" and "scientific thinking" are too
broad and often indefinite, These terms must be analyzed into their
"behavioral ccmponents.“l An outline for the analysis of these
components is suggested by Thorndike and Hagen.2 An analysis of this
area differs, however, from content validity in that construct validity
is concerned with the functions or processes that are applied to con-
tent while content validity is concerned with the subject matter acted
upon. The same authorities that judge one, however, would also judge
the other,

A recent authority summarizes the criteria of validity as

followszs

e o oSurvey of validity indicates the
central importance of a meaningful criterion,
and clearly indicates the complex and dif-
ficuld nature of establishing validity.
Satisfactory criterion measures are difficult
to achieve. Criteria for judging proficiency
in a job, a course of study, or in personale
social adjustment require an immense invest-
ment of time and professional skill, despite
which the results are often limited in scope
and of low reliability. The limitations
which these difficulties present lead to the
conclusion that obtaining satisfactory
criterion data is perhaps the most difficult

l1pid., p. 113.

2Tpid., p. 112.
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and costly aspect of measurement and evalua-
tione

Reliabilitz.

The next consideration of a good test is the question of
reliability. Is the test reliable? A technical definition of
reliability is: ". . . an estimate of the degree of consistency
or constancy among repeated measurements of individuals with the
same instrument."® The problem here is not what the test measures;
as it is in validity. Rather, how accurately the test measures what
it purports to measure. The question is asked: What is the pre-
cision of the resulting score? How accurately will it be reproduced
if the individual is measured again? Reliability is next in
importance to validity. Ross states that "although high reliability
is no guarantee thal the test is good, low reliability does
indicate that it is pc:sor.”5 He indicates that the ideal test tells
the truth consistently,

When reliability is discussed, the terms "coefficient of relia-
bility," and "standard error of measurement™ are used. These terms
may be defined as "the amount by which an obtained score differs from

a hypothetical true soore.“)‘L

lwrightstone and others, op. cit., p. L6,
2Thid., pp. L6, L7.

3. c. Ross, Measurement in Today's Schools (New York:
Prentice-Hall Inc., 19,7), p. 83.

bRoger T. Lennon, "A Glossary of 100 Measurement Terms," Test
Service Notebook, Number 13, (New York: World Book Company, n.d.), p.5.
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There are several causes for variation in psychological mea-
surements (1) Actual difference among individuals in the psycholo-
gical characteristic being measured, (2) Differences in ability to
take a specific test as in the ability to comprehend direction,
effects of practice in taking previous tests, and facility in dealing
with test exercises, (3) Chance factors such as fluctuations in per=-
formance, memory, reasoning, right guesses, etc., (L) Differences of
personal temporary nature such as fatigue, mobtivation, emotional
tension, etc. which affect the performance of the individual, (5)
Differences connected with external conditions such as heat, light,
ventilation, noise, broken pencil, and interferences* These factors,
some of which can be controlled and others which cannot, should always
be taken into consideration.

Several factors involved in the reliability coefficient must
also be considered in relation to the above discussion of variation.

l. The reliability coefficient depends on
the length of the test,

2. The reliability coefficient depends on
the spread of scores in the group studied.

3. A test may give reliable measures at one
level of ability, and unreliable measure
at another level.

In regard to the length of a test, the more questions asked of
the same general type, the more accurate the estimate of ability will

be. If a math test contained only one addition problem, a very poor

sample of the individual's ability would be obtained.

IWTightstone and others, op. ¢it., p. L&.

2Gronbach, op. cit., p. 60.
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Short tests can be made more reliable by lengthening them. It must be
taken into consideration though, that if the test is too long, an
individual may become bored and this reduces the reliability of the
test.

Part-scores based on a few test items are of limited value.
Interpreting subscores separately may prove to be very unreliable,
Cronbach indicates, in relation to this, that when there is a wide
spread of scores, the chances for reliability are greater.l

A test which is reliable on one level of ability may prove to
be unreliable on another. A pitch-~discrimination test was given to
Navy recruits twice. On the first test those receiving a score of
&5 varied on the second test from 72-95. Those receiving a score
near the chance level (55) on the first test varied in their scores
when retested from LO to 87.

The above three factors should be taken into consideration
when evaluating the reliability of a test. At this time, a brief
statement of the methods of determining coefficients may be helpful.
There are three major procedures: (1) The administration of two
equivalent tests and correlation of the resulting scores, (2) Repeating
the administration of the same test and correlation of resulting
scores, and (3) subdividing a test into two or more equivalent frac=
tions. The consideration of these methods is not essential to test
evaluation. It should simply be noted whether or not the tests being

evaluated have gone through the correct procedures in order to estab-

lish a reliability coefficient,

11bid., pp. 61, 62,
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A test may have a reliability coeffieient from 0.00 to 1.00.
The question then arises: What is the minimum reliability that is
acceptable? Thorndike and Hagen state that there is no general
answer to this question. In a test measuring something objective
such as mathematics, a reliability coefficient of 0.85 would not be
unreasonable while a test to judge leadership ability would do well
to have a coefficient of 0.60.
Thorndike and Hagen conclude their discussion of minimum
reliability with this statements
Thus, a test with relatively low reliability
will permit us to make useful studies of and
draw accurate conclusions about groups, but
relatively high reliability is required if
we are o have precise information about
individuals.t
In conclusion, a test that is valid but which has a low relia-
bility coefficient is a poor test. In judging reliability one must be
aware of causes of variation--both external and internal. A test, to
be useful, must have an established reliability coefficient demone
strating a tried consistency. However, even though a test is valid

and highly reliable, there is one more criterion which must be con-

gidered for its use in education.

Practicality.

An educative instrument may be ideal in every aspect and still
be virtually useless to a school program if the instrument is

impractical.

Irhorndike and Hagen, op. ¢it., p. 140.
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This is an especially serious consideration to the Christian educa=-
tional program. Factors which must be considered in the practicality
of a testing program are such things as cost, ease of administration,
ease of scoring, ease of interpretation and the time involved.,

Validity and reliability of different tests being equal, cost
may well be the deciding factor in the usefulness of a test. A church
school with its limited budget will not accept a new method if its
use means greater expenditures. It 1s a self-evident fact that no
matter how useful the publisher feels his test is, church schools
many btimes will reject a method solely because of its expense. In
order to be practical, an instrument of measurement must be available
at minimum cost.

Fase of administration is an imporbant factor in practicality.
With the untrained personnel of the church school, tests which are
difficult to administer are of little use. 4 test difficult to ad-
minister would, in many cases, be rejected by students of the Sunday
school who are not forced to attend. Also, these circumstances being
present—--untrained personnel and volunteer attendance-~the validity
and reliability of the test would drop if administration was difficult,

Scoring of tests, another important factor, must not be too
difficult. Some tests, such as the individual Binet examination for
intelligence and the Rorschach projective technique for personality
appraisal, require expertly trained scorers. Many tests are so com-
plicated in the primary scoring that the person scoring them would
have to be acquainted with statistical methods before being able to

score the test.
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Two things should be considered in examining the scoring procedure
for a test: (1) how complicated the scoring is, and (2) the amount
of time it takes to score the test.

Ease in interpretation of the test results is another quality
that must be evaluated. In order that the interpretation be valid,
specially trained personnel have to interpret many tests. Many tests
of attitude, aptitude, interest, personality, etc. require such skill.
Tests under consideration for use should be studied carefully to
determine how easily the results can be interpreted by the available
personnel.

With the briefness of the Sunday school class and the short
period of time allotted to other units of Christian education, a test
cannot afford to be too long., This presents a problem, for at the
same time a test that is too short becomes unreliable. However, there
are many tests which are divided into subtests and can be given in
two different periods. In addition to this, the longer tests have an
important effect upon the cooperation, interest, and effort of the

individual who is examined.t

SCHEDULE FOR EVALUATING A TEST

In order to gystematically and objectively evaluate the avail-
able religious tests, a standard form or procedure will be suggested
here. Only three such forms have been found during the writer's
research. Two of these, the "Otis Score Card for Rating Standardized

Tests® and the "Cole-Von Borgersrode Scale for Rating Standardized

1Wbightstone and others, op. cit., pp. 54~56.
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Tests," will be placed in the appendix. The third, Rinsland!s "A
Form for Briefing and Evaluabing Standardized Tests," is too compli-
cated to include in this study. Adaptations will be made from these
three for use in analyzing religious tests. Credit should also be
given to Thorndike and Hagen for their suggested schedulel which the
writer found especially helpful. This and other suggested oublines

will also be included in the appendix.

CGeneral Reference Information.

Included in this area is information which does not necessarily
affect the usefulness of the test but which identifies it. Included
will be the name of the test, the author's name and position (if
available), the publisher, date of publication, the cost and any
other information helpful in this area such as the statement of

purpose.

Validity.

Three sources of evidence of validity will be more or less
considered. It should be noted that, of these sources, one or more
will usually be absent. These evidences are merely suggested to
cover every possible phase of the test being examined.

The first source is from the plan for the test. Does the
manual discuss the procedures for determining the scope of the test,
and for the particular content to be coverad? How closely do the test

objectives correspond to objectives desired in particular areas of

lThorndike and Hagen, op. cit., pp. 1 7-19.
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religious education? A number of the tests will say very little con-
cerning the procedures for determining validity.

The second source is found in the test blank itself. Do the
test items appear appropriate for the objectives that are to be
evaluated? Are the items well constructed? It is very important to
note whether or not they are free from ambiguity. Do they have atiracte
tive wrong-answer choices? This will be the largest source for judg-
ing validity although it is not the most important.

Another important source of evidence is from the statistical
studies of the test in use. Has the test been correlated with concur-
rent measures? With what later criterion measures has the test been
correlated? How does the evidence concerning statistical validity

compare with that for other tests?

Reliabilitx.

Reliability is concerned with the consistency of the test.

It is virtuslly impossible to judge reliability by examining the
test. The facts given in the manual are the only source of infor-
mation.

The first question asked should be: How adequately are data
reported? How large and what is the nature of the groups on which
the data are reported? Do they indicate the type of reliability co-
efficient (coefficient of internal consistency, coefficient of
equivalence, or cocefficient of stability) which has been computed?

The coefficient of intermal consistency indicates how accurately or
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consistently the test measures the individual's performance at a
particular moment. This is computed by the split-hslf method. Co=
efficient of equivalence is concerned with the same thing and the
fluctuations from day to day of the individual and the test. This is
computed by using parallel tests. Coefficient of stability is con=
cerned with the score over a period of time. This is computed by
the test and retest method. It should be observed whether or not
these factors and methods are mentioned in the test manual.
Question number two concerning reliability is: What are the
facts on reliability? All data should be listed and if possible,
compared with other existing tests of the same type. Items to look

for are: age or grade, size of group, mean, standard deviation, and

80 Onoe

Practical Considerations.

To the educational system, secular or religious, this area
of consideration is important and in many cases may decide the use-
fulness of the testing method. Included will be factors in admin-
istration, in scoring, in interpretation and finally factors in
continued use, concluding with a discussion of the format.

Many questions need consideration in evaluating the method of
administration., How adequate is the manual? How complicated are the
procedures in relation to the student? How complicated is the pro-
cedure which must be followed by the examiner? Do the procedures

become too involved? How much time is required to administer this
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test? Will it fit into the average period of a Sunday school class?

The amount of time required to score the test is important to
consider. The answer form and the type of key used for the test will
influence the time needed for scoring. Are special skills such as
skilled or trained judgement and qualitative interpretation required
in scoring the test?

Interpretation is perhaps the most important factor in the
practical aspect of a test. Considering that most of the religious
tests were primarily designed to be used in areas of religious edu-
cation such as church Sunday schools, most of the users will have
been untrained in test procedures. These questions then confront us:
Are the types of norms suggested in the manual appropriate? Are they
complete? How readily may raw scores be converted into derived
scores? How complete and helpful are the aids to interpretation
which are provided in the manual? Are any suggestions made for a
remedial program? With these considerations it should be noted
whether the purpose of the test is diagnostic or survey. Although
not nearly all of these questions will be answered in one analysis,
they are suggested to meet any phase present in a test,.

Factors in continued use include the following questions: Are
there comparable forms? How many? How well is comparability estab-
lished? Does the cost permit continued use?

Last and one of the least important bubt significant enough %o
be included is the consideration of the format of the test. The

arrangement of the printed matter should be noted as well as the
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legibility of the type and the quality of the paper. Test blanks
should be free from distractions.

The questions under each heading are only suggested as a guide
to an analysis. In the evaluation of individual tests, many of the
questions will not be considered because of the limitations of the
test. However, as much as is practical, general consideration of
each phase will be incorporated into the discussion. An outline of
the schedule discussed above will be found in the appendix. 4
suggested chart for comparison of different tests by means of number
value as adapted from the "Obis Score Card for Rating Standardized

Tests" will also be found in the appendix.

GENERALIZATIONS REGARDING THE PROBLEM OF MEASUREMENT.

Some generalizations on tests and measurement as quoted from
Ross will prove valusble to this study. They are:as follows:

1. Some kind of measurement or evaluation
is inevitable in education.

2. All nmeasurement is subject to error.

%, These errors of measurement are due in
part to the imperfection in the measuring
instruments available.

li. The limitations of the methods used are
a still more important source of error
in measurement,

5. Teachers and school administrators mush
not only understand and appreciate the
functions of measurement in education,
but they must realize more fully the
limitations of present measuring instru-
ments.

1Ross, op. cit., pp. 95~98.
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A realization of the truth of these statements is important to
a balanced and objective outlook on testing., Tests, if they are
misused, can be dangerous. Used carefully and wisely, however, with
full realization of their limitations, tests can prove to be a

valuable instrument.



CHAFIER IV

REIATIONSHIP OF MEASUREMENT TO RELIGIOUS EDUCATION



CHAPTER IV
RETATIONSHIP OF MEASUREMENT TO RELIGIOUS EDUCATION

It is the purpose of this chapter to establish the relationship
of measurement and evaluvation methods in general to religious educa-
tion. The writer has observed that whenever the terms measurement,
test, or evaluation are mentioned within the circles of religious
education, people frown or quickly state that these should never be
adapbed into Christian religious edugation. The general opinion seems
to be that any method of measurement or evaluation is completely un-
related to religious education. Aﬁ few current leaders in Christian
education have dared to speak on this subject. Before further study
can be justified in this line, the evidence as presented from these
religious leaders aforementioned and evidence from other sources such
as secular writers, logic, and observation of present methods must be
presented here,

Certain primary considerations must first be taken as a foun