Learning
Outcomes

8.1 Identify the
defining charac-
teristics of per-
formance tests,
including effective

scoring techniques.

Performance
Assessment

Chief Chapter Outcome

A sufficiently broad understanding of performance aSSGSsmem.tO
distinguish between accurate and hlfnccu?aFe s?atemfetntsk r‘ega.rdmg
the nature of performance tests, the 1dent1’f1cat10n of tasks suitap|,
for such tests, and the scoring of students performances

During the early 1990s, a good many educational policymakers PECame enam.
ored of performance assessment, which is an approach t.o. MEASUring a studeny
status based on the way the student completes a specified task. Theoretically,
of course, when the student chooses between frue and false for a binary-choice
item, the student is completing a task, although an obviously modest one. But the
Proponents of performance assessment have measurement schemes in ming that
are meaningfully different from binary-choice and multiple-choice tests, Indeed,
it was dissatisfaction with traditional paper-and-pencil tests that caused many
educators to travel with enthusiasm down the performance-testing trail.

What Is a Performance Test?

Before digging into what makes performance tests tick and how you might use
them in your own classroom, we’d best explore the chief attributes of such an
assessment approach. Even though all educational tests require students to per-
form in some way, when most educators talk about performance tests, they are
thinking about assessments in which the student is required to construct an origi-
nal response. It may be useful for you to regard performance tests as an assess-
ment task in which the students make products or engage in behaviors other than
answering selected-response or constructed-response items. Often, an examiner
(such as the teacher) observes the process of construction, in which case observa-
tion of the student’s performance and judgment about the quality of that perfor-
mance are required. Frequently, performance tests call for students to generate
some sort of specified product whose quality can then be evaluated.
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nt
Asses.s e Students can solve
Options problems collaboratively-

5. Students work in small groups t0 solve
previously unencountered problems.
Teacher observes and judges their efforts.

4. Students are given a new problem, then
asked to write an essay regarding how
a group should go about solving it.

are asked a series of questions regarding
ms collaboratively, then
to the questions.

3. Students
ways of solving proble
asked to supply short answers

2. Students answer a series of multiple-choice
tests about the next steps t0 take when
solving problems in groups.

; 1,
25“d?”t3 respond to true—false
o fe;}'onbf about the best procedures
ow in group problem solving.
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Each of the evaluative criteria on which a sty

e Prespecified quality standards. ; ' :
dent’s performance is to be judged is clearly explicated in advance of judging
the quality of the student’s performance.

o Judgmental appraisal. Unlike the scoring of selected-response tests in which
electronic computers and scanning machines can, once programmed, carry on
without the need of humankind, genuine performance assessments depend
on human judgments to determine how acceptable a student’s performance

really is.

Looking back to Figure 8.1, it is clear that if the foregoing three requirements
were applied to the five assessment options, then Assessment Option 5 would
qualify as a performance test, and Assessment Option 4 probably would as well
but the other three assessment options wouldn’t qualify under a definition of per
formance assessment requiring the incorpbration of multiple evaluative criteria,
prespecified quality standards, and judgmental appraisals.

A good many advocates of performance assessment would prefer that the
tasks presented to students represent real-world rather than school-world kinds of
Problems. Other proponents of performance assessment would be elated simp!f
if more scl.wol-world @easurement was constructed response rather than selected
response in nature. Still other advocates of performance testing want the tasks
in performance tests to be genuinely demanding—that is way up the ladder of

cognitive difficulty. In short, proponents of performance ;;ssessment often advo”
cate different approaches to measuring students on the basis of those studenb"
performances.
In light of the astonishing advances we now see every few weeks in the sorts
of computer-delivered stimuli for various kinds of dssessment—pel‘formance
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We now turn to the twin issues that are at the heart of performance assess-
ments: selecting appropriate tasks for students and,

once the students have tackled
those tasks, judging the adequacy of students’ responses.

[dentifying Suitable Tasks for
Performance Assessment

Performance assessment typically requires students to respond to a small num-
ber of more significant tasks, rather than to a

tasks. Thus, rather than answerin
chemistry examination, students

may find themselves asked to
try

large number of less significant
g 50 multiple-choice items on a conventional

who are being assessed via performance tasks

perform an actual experiment in their chemis-
class and then prepare a written interpretation of the experiment’s results,

along with an analytic critique of the procedures they used. From the chemistry
teacher’g Perspective, instead o

f seeing how students respond to the 50 “mini-
tasks” represented in the multiple-choice test, an estimate of each student’s status
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Decision Time
Grow, Plants, Grow!

Francine Floden is a third-year biology teacher in
Kennedy High School. Because she has been con-
vinced by several of her colleagues that traditional
paper-and-pencil examinations fail to capture the
richness of the scientific experience, Francine has
decided to base most of her students’ grades on a
semester-long performance test. As Francine con-
templates her new assessment plan, she decides
that 90 percent of the students’ grades will stem
from the quality of their responses to the perfor-
mance test'’s task; 10 percent of the grades will be
linked to classroom participation and to a few short
true-false quizzes administered throughout the
semester.

The task embodied in Francine’s performance
test requires each student to design and conduct
a 2-month experiment to study the growth of three
identical plants under different conditions, and then
prepare a formal scientific report describing the

experiment. Although most of Francine's students
carry out their experiments at home, several stu-
dents use the shelves at the rear of the classroom
for their experimental plants. A number of students
sary the amount of light or the kind of light received

 the different plants, but most students modify the
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nutrients given to their plants. After a few weeks of
the 2-month experimental period, all of Francine’s
students seem to be satisfactorily under way with
their experiments.

Several of the more experienced teachers in the
school, however, have expressed their reservations
to Francine about what they regard as “overbooking
on a single assessment experience.” The teachers

suggested to Francine that she will be unable to dra

defensible inferences about her students’ true mas-

tery of biological skills and knowledge on the basis¢

a single performance test. They urged her to reducé
dramatically the grading weight for the performancé
test so that, instead, additional grade-contributing
exams can also be given to the students.

Other colleagues, however, believe Francine’s
performance-test approach is precisely what s
needed in courses such as biology. They reco™
mended that she “stay the course” and alter et

one whit” of her new assessment strategy. ("

was obliged to look up the technical meaning @
“whit)

If you were Francine, what would your
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skills and knowledge are possessed b?r.the stuclijgt-lTO lustrate, lets g,
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bers. If, because of your instructional priorities, you can devote only , hglt
: uire the students tq alf
to assessment purposes, you could req ailable. (That. "eSpong 4
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digit multiplication problems if his life depc;n & ({;b 1tS eCause v, .
adequately sampled the kind of stufient per: orm?lrllf out which y, Wi
make an inference) that you can conﬁdel"lﬂ)’ wke erences aboyt Yoursg,
abilities to solve similar sorts of multiphcaf_lon pro.blems.
With only a 30-minute assessment period avallablfe, however, if YO gy
to a more elaborate kind of performance test, you might oflly be able ¢, g
students respond to one big-bopper item. .For e>.<ample, if you Presenteg,
multiplication-focused mathematics problem' mvolvmg the use of manipuhﬁvesl
and wanted your students to derive an original sol}mon and then descrip, i
writing, you'd be lucky if your students could finish the task in hajf an hoy,
Based on this single task, how confident would you be in making inferenges aboy
your students” abilities to perform comparable multiplication tasks?

And this, as you now see, is the rub with performance testing. Because s,
dents respond to fewer tasks, the teacher is putin a trickier spot when it come
to deriving accurate interpretations about students’ abilities. If you use only
one performance test, and a student does well on the test, does this mean th
student really possesses the category of skills the test was designed to measu,
or did the student just get lucky? On the other hand, if a student messes up
on a single-performance test, does this signify that the student really doesnt

possess the assessed skill, or was there a feature in this particular performanc

test that misled the student who, given other tasks, might have performed
marvelously?

&
flurrL

dengy




at the forefront of your thoughts whe
tasks, you'll be able to make the stron
about your students’ capabilitjes,

Factors to Consider Whe

N Evaluati;
|
Performance-Test Tasks S

T otenti
assessments—generalizability. Let’s |o k ntial tasks for performance

; OK at a set of '
wish to consider, whether you select 5 performance-test tasi from exiyt(-)u thg]f(lst
sting tas

or create your own performance-test tagks anew,

Evaluative Criteria for Performance-Test Tasks

o Generalizability. Ts there a high likelihood that

the students’ performa
the task will generalize to comparable tasks? ] *

o Authenticity. Is the task similar to what students might encounter in fhip el
world, as opposed to encountering it only in school?

o Multiple foci. Does the task measure multiple instructional outcomes instead
of only one?

o Teachability. Is the task one that students can become more proficient in as
a consequence of a teacher’s instructional efforts?

o Fairness. Is the task fair to all students—that is, does the task avoid bias
based on such personal characteristics as students’ gender, ethnicity, or socio-
economic status?

s Feasibility. Is the task realistically implementable in relation to its cost, space,
time, and equipment requirements?

o Scorability. Is the task likely to elicit student responses that can be reliably
and accurately evaluated?

Whether you're developing your own tasks for performance tests or select-
ing such tasks from an existing collection, you may wish to apply some but not
all the factors listed here. Some teachers try to apply all seven factors, although
they occasionally dump the authenticity criterion or the multiple foci criter'ion. In
some instances, for example, school tasks rather than real-world tasks mlgl'\t.be
suitable for the kinds of inferences a teacher wishes to reach, so the authenticity
triterion may not be relevant. And even though it is economically ac?van.ta-
8eous to measure more than one outcome at one time, particularly considering
the time and effort that goes into almost any performance test, th('ere may be
€ases in which a single educational outcome is so important that it warrants
#s0lo performance test. More often than not, though, a really good task.for.a
Performance test will satisfy most, if not all seven, of the evaluative criteria
Presented here.



