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Background

 Score reports are a critical point of contact 
between a testing agency and examinees

 Often, they are intended to serve multiple 
informational purposes, including

• Report Performance / Status

• Provide Context

• Offer Action / Choices

 Depending on test purpose, of course
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 Candidates often expect more now:

Feedback on Performance

This may spring from reporting systems used in 

educational settings (US and elsewhere), as much 

descriptive information is often provided to stakeholders

status

graphics

score

items subdomains

text

comparison

Reporting in Credentialing
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Professional Responsibility in Reporting

 International Guidelines on Quality Control in Scoring, Test 

Analysis, and Reporting of Test Scores (ITC, 2012)

 The Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing 

(AERA, APA, & NCME, 1999)

 Code of Professional Responsibilities in Educational 

Measurement (NCME, 1995)

 Code of Fair Testing Practices in Education (Joint Committee 

on Testing Practices, 2004)

 ISO 17024 (ANSI, 2012)

 Standards for the Accreditation of Certification Programs 

(NCCA, 2009)
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Today’s focus is on reporting feedback:
1. Review approaches (including examples) for 

providing feedback to candidates

- Numerical and Categorical approaches

2. Identify some potential issues/concerns

3. Advance a research agenda for reporting 

feedback in credentialing

This paper builds on recent work by van den Heuvel, Zenisky, 

and Davis-Becker (2014) advancing a process for report 

development in credentialing

Aims
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What is feedback in credentialing reporting?

 Many different strategies and approaches are 
currently employed among various agencies

• Content considerations

• Psychometric considerations

• Design and format considerations

 20 credentialing reports surveyed

• Not representative sample, but informative in 

aggregate
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Elements of reporting subdomain performance

 List of subdomains

 Subdomain performance characterization

• Results can be represented by numbers or by 

categories of performance

• Various display formats are used

- graphics, tables, text

 Other information

• Exam weights / proportion of test per subdomain, 

normative data, number of items
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Subdomain results: By the numbers

 An approach to reporting subdomains is by 
using numbers to communicate scores

• Percent correct

• Subscores
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Subdomain results: Categories of performance

 Instead of numerical subscores, credentialing 
agencies use categories to report proficiency to 
candidates

• Relative to an Absolute Criterion or Standard

• Relative to Other Candidates

• Relative to Test Items
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Relative to an Absolute Criterion or Standard

 Categories here have an absolute meaning in 
context of performance and proficiency

 The category language seen here includes:

• Proficient, Moderately Proficient, Below Proficient

• Below the Passing Standard, At the Passing 

Standard, Above the Passing Standard

• Poor, Borderline, Acceptable, Good
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Relative to Other Candidates

 Categories of performance are defined relative 
to how other candidates perform

• Typically conceptualized as passing candidates

- Weaker, comparable, stronger

- Lower, borderline, higher

- Level 1, Level 2, Level 3

• Idea is that failing candidates may want to target 

their remediation in such a way as to align their 

performance profile to that of successful candidates
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Relative to Items 

 Categories of performance are defined relative 
to how other candidates perform on content

• Typically clustered around objectives or domains

• Weaker, comparable, stronger

 Failing candidates often want to know which 
items they missed

• Security concerns discourage individual items
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Examinee Name
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Summary: Subdomain Reporting Approaches

Numerical Categorical

• Percent Correct

• Subscores

- Raw or Scale Score

• Absolute Criterion/Standard

• Other Candidates

• Test Items 

Potential Issues seen:

Limited context/information

Often multiple scales in place

Lack of weights/proportions

Inclusion of precision info

Potential Issues seen:

Lack of weights/proportions

Density of text

Complexity of results relative 

to reference group
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That’s a question for RESEARCH!

(From Hambleton & Zenisky, 2012)
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Concluding Questions

 Many strategies for reporting candidate 
feedback

• What approaches facilitate understanding?

• What approaches are most useful?

 Some agencies field test reports, but 
quantitative and qualitative work remains to be 
done to help agencies provide meaningful 
feedback
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