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T h e  title of this article promises a 
peek into the future, but the title is 
deceptively simple. What follows is 
more than a prediction of the future 
of testing. I t  is a commentary on a 
“possible” future as well as a cri- 
tique of present practices of educa- 
tional measurement. Although much 
of the following discussion focuses 
on achievement testing, there are 
applications to be made to other 
areas of testing as well. 

Predicting the future is risky, but 
it is possible to mitigate error of 
prediction if the future is viewed 
within a reasonable time frame and 
is predicated upon past and present 
events. The view presented here is 
a conservative one that is based 
primarily on 3 decades of experi- 
ence as a coauthor of a widely used 
standardized achievement test series 
whose own publication history 
spans more than 63 years. The 
“future” as defined here represents 
the next 13 years leading up to the 
year 2000 A.D. This future repre- 
sents, at most, the next two revi- 
sions of current or new standardized 
achievement tests. This time frame 
presents us with a future that can 
be foreseen given present plans for 
future test development. What is 
presently under way will in all like- 
lihood be extended beyond the year 
2000 A.D., given the average useful 
“life” of a standardized test. 

A serious discussion of future 
events requires more than idle con- 
jecture. Its predictions are hypoth- 
eses formed from knowledge and 
experience. It follows a systematic 

logic not too dissimilar from that 
employed by historians who attempt 
to interpret the past by relating 
past events to their own contem- 
porary experiences. Its predictions 
are based on precedent and the ex- 
trapolation of historical events on a 
reasonable future time frame. The 
methodology used here was influ- 
enced largely by the practice of 
historiography (Gottschalk, 1950). 

Some of the problems encountered 
by those interested in discussing the 
future parallel those encountered by 
historians who reconstruct the past. 
They include the following: 

1. Anticipaticm of the future based 
on precedent. Although a prediction 
of the future based on the past is 
risky because of multiple explana- 
tions of cause, it would seem to be 
reasonable, within certain limits, 
that that which holds for the past 
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should hold for the future. As Gott- 
schalk (1950) points out, “historical 
analogies present us most often with 
clues to possible rather than prob- 
able behavior, with the ability only 
to anticipate rather than to predict” 
(p. 269). 

2. Extrapolation of historical 
trends. There has been a steady 
development of theory and practices 
related to the measurement of 
educational and psychological con- 
structs for more than 8 decades. If 
these past events can be accurately 
described, can they be safely extrap- 
olated into the future? There is no 
easy answer to this question. His- 
torians or measurement specialists 
who limit themselves to studying 
the past as an archivist might, by ig- 
noring the possible links that could 
exist between the past and the 
future, limit their contributions to 
the continuing development of 
testing. 

3.  Relating contemporary events 
to the future.  As the historian at- 
tempts to view interrelationships of 
past events in terms of his or her 
contemporary insights, so does one 
concerned with the future attempt 
to understand the possibility of a 
future projected from the present. 
The futurist applies knowledge and 
experience of past events to the an- 
ticipation of logical extensions of 
the present. This application of the 
present to the future is merged with 
the actual experiences of one pre- 
dicting the future and “making the 
[future] almost as real to him as his 
own past” (Gottschalk, 1950, 
p. 272). 

Continued Prospects for 
Standardized Achievement Tests 

The testing industry is undergo- 
ing some major changes that will 
have a serious impact on the con- 
struction and use of standardized 
achievement tests as we have 
known them for the past 6 decades. 
These changes are due to a number 
of factors, some external and some 
internal. The external factors are 
mainly embedded in client pressures 
to produce tests tailored to so-called 
“local” curriculums and in political 
pressures to adapt existing tests to 
uses that violate their originally in- 
tended purposes. The internal fac- 
tors include sincere attempts to 
meet these external pressures as 
well as changes in management 

6 

styles brought about by economic 
mergers in the testing industry. 

The External Forces 
The use of standardized achieve- 

ment tests has changed consider- 
ably in the past 30 or so years since 
this author first began to write 
these tests. The greatest use of 
standardized achievement tests 
then was to gain an early measure 
of what the pupil knew about that 
which was tested. Often the tests 
were used by teachers to verify 
their own judgments of the stu- 
dent’s achievement. There was no 
major attempt to ascribe specific 
learning to the school or the teacher. 
I t  was assumed that learning could 
have occurred under a variety of cir- 
cumstances. What was important 
was that the teacher had a reliable 
and valid measure of what the stu- 
dent knew about that which was 
sampled from a content domain. 
Pressures exerted on publishers 
then were for increased reliability 
of measures and demonstrated con- 
tent validity. 

The past 2 decades have brought 
about pronounced changes in the 
purposes for which tests are used 
and an increase in test development 
at the local and state levels. During 
the first of these 2 decades, national 
concerns centered around the needs 
of low-achieving, low-socioeconomic- 
status students. Efforts to evaluate 
programs for the educationally 
needy brought about some modifica- 
tions in test construction. Standard- 
ized tests used to measure scholas- 
tic achievement were designed to 
contain a higher density of easier 
items so that a more valid measure 
of these students’ learning could be 
obtained. Greater emphasis was 
placed on objectives-referenced 
score reports. Pressures on test 
publishers centered on norming 
procedures that assured that the 
norms reflected the density of 
urban, low-socioeconomic-status 
students in the population. 

The second of these decades saw 
new pressures on test authors and 
publishers to deal with excellence of 
teaching and learning. Test content 
had to be more specific to ability 
groups, and more demanding of test 
takers. Tests needed to contain a 
higher proportion of difficult items, 
and an attempt was made to in- 
crease the number of items that 

utilized higher order thinking skills. 
The uses to which achievement 
tests were put were broader, and 
they reflected an assumption that 
learning was the direct result of 
teaching. Tests were now being 
used increasingly to measure 
teachers as well as students (Anrig, 
1983; Runnells, 1984; Stutz, 1985). 

Internal Forces 
The private sector of the nation 

has witnessed a number of corporate 
mergers in various branches of the 
economy. Since the early 1970s the 
publishing industry has experienced 
an acceleration of these mergers. In 
some instances these mergers have 
been a recombination of small and 
large publishing houses. In other in- 
stances, the mergers have been be- 
tween test publishers and conglom- 
erates that have had little or no 
experience with the publication of 
textbooks, standardized tests, or 
trade books (see Table 1). The 
results have been troublesome. 
Some new, inexperienced parent 
companies that have allowed the 
management of their new publish- 
ing acquisitions to continue as 
before have caused no major disrup- 
tions in the standards employed in 
the publication of manuscripts. 
Those companies that have replaced 
experienced publishers with new 
managers have brought an em- 
phasis upon “efficiency” and “prof- 
it” that in some instances has been 
neither efficient nor, in the long 
run, profitable. 

These new corporate managers 
have come on the scene just as polit- 
ical pressures have increased to use 
standardized tests to  monitor 
“quality” of learning, teaching, and 
other tangential uses (teacher recer- 
tification, student eligibility for par- 
ticipation in athletics, merit bonuses 
for teachers, and the like). They 
have responded to these pressures 
by rushing to produce tests that will 
ostensibly meet purposes for which 
the tests have never been intended. 
At the present time, these practices 
occur in a minority of publishing 
firms, but they represent a large 
share of test users. 

Test Use: Past and Present 
Comprehensive, survey-type stan- 

dardized achievement tests have 
served a useful function in monitor- 
ing the achievement levels of indi- 
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TABLE 1 
A Sample of Corporate Mergers in the Educational Publishing Industry, Circa 1957-87 

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4 Stage 5 

Macmillan Laidlaw 

Dou bleday 
L Macmillan - Macmillan Macmillan Macm i I Ian 

Dou bleday 
Laidlaw 

T PC 

Doubleday Laidlaw Bertelsmann (West Germany) > Doubleday Laidlaw - Doubleday Laidlaw - 

HBJ TPC 

HBJ TPC CBS Pub 
HRW HR 

TPC \ HBJ TPC > Harcourt Brace World 
H arcou rt 

Harper 
Row Peterson 

Holt HRW HRW CBS Pub. HRW 

- Harper Row Peterson - Harper Row Peterson - HR 

->CTB/MH CTBIMH CTB/MH CTBIMH 
M H  

SRA IBM SRA IBM SRA IBM SRA IBM SRA 

SB Xerox SB Xerox SB Xerox SB Xerox SB 

Follett 

PH 3 G W F  PH AB CWF PH AB CWF PH AB CWF PH AB 

AB 

H M  H M  Riverside H M  Riverside H M  Riverside - H M  Riverside 

Key: HBJ = Harcourt Brace Jovanovich M H  = McCraw-Hill 
AB = P.llyn & Bacon H M  = Houghton-Mifflin PH = Prentice-Hall 
CBS Pub. = CBS College Publishing HR = Harper & Row SB =Silver Burdett 
CTB = California Test Bureau HRW = Holt, Rinehart & Winston SRA =Science Research Associates 
CWF = Gulf & Western Follett IBM = International Business Machines TPC = The Psychological Corporation 

vidual pupils and the aggregate 
groupings of these students in 
terms of classrooms, buildings, and 
the district. So long as test users 
were aware of the limitations of the 
information they received, these 
tests served schools well. The items 
reflected concepts that were devel- 
oped in a fairly well-defined se- 
quence, but were only a sample of 
the total curriculum represented. 
To the extent that the test content 
was a good sample of the curric- 
ulum taught in the local district, so 
was the standardized test judged to 
be a “good” one for the user. But 
for the past decade or more, some 
test users seem to have lost sight of 
the fact that test content represents 
a sample of the total domain, and 
have demanded that these tests con- 
tain items that reflect the total cur- 
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riculum taught up to some arbitrari- 
ly chosen point in time. 

Experts in the field of achieve- 
ment testing have for years been 
unable to  reach complete accord 
on how explicitly the content do- 
main needs to be defined or what 
algorithms one might set up to 
weight the sub-categories of the 
domain or  to  sample within the 
sub-categories. . . .The problem i s  
that  the critics. . . argue that one 
should define the domain very 
precisely, but then criticize the 
test because they claim that the 
inferences are not of large enough 
import. (Mehrens, 1986, p. 34) 

Publishers have attempted to 
meet these criticisms of their tests 
within the constraints of adequate 

sampling of content domains and 
reliability of measures produced. 
However, the rhetoric of test devel- 
oper and user has outstripped real- 
ity, and the pressure on test pub- 
lishers to produce omnibus measures 
has resulted in inflated promises 
from some publishers and unrealistic 
demands of test users. 

The change has been due, in part, 
to the perception among local 
educators and school boards that 
the curriculums taught in the schools 
are the result of local needs, local 
teaching, local objectives, and locally 
produced curriculum guides. For 
purposes of this discussion the term 
EocaE is defined as the smallest unit 
of educational governance as typi- 
fied by a Midwestern school district 
or the largest countywide unit as 
exemplified by those usually found 
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in the southern tier of the United 
States. 

This perception of local influence 
will be debated by those who per- 
ceive the widespread mandates by 
state legislatures and state depart- 
ments of education to be the force 
behind the push for tailored testing 
(Kirst, 1984). Both views are 
credible. 

State assessment programs are 
based in large measure on the 
assumption that each state holds a 
unique set of expectations for 
achievement in a limited set of sub- 
jects and at  a minimal level of per- 
formance. These expectations not 
only have guided state assessment 
procedures, but also have had a sig- 
nificant effect upon local teaching 
practices and local program em- 
phases. The instructional time 
allocated to academic subjects is 
directly related to those subjects 
tested under state mandates. These 
mandates have proven to be power- 
ful “drivers” of local program em- 
phases (Rudman, 1985). 

Neither local nor state school of- 
ficials who have engaged in the 
development of tailored tests are 
satisfied that the nationally pro- 
duced standardized achievement 
tests give them sufficient data con- 
cerning student performance 
(Nathan, 1986). 

The notion that school districts 
operate on local objectives and pro- 
duce local curriculum guides that 
are markedly different than that of 
other districts or, for that matter, 
the concepts embedded in their 
adopted textbooks is highly ques- 
tionable. What local districts pro- 
duce are objectives and curriculum 
guides that represent permutations 
of a national educational program 
that has been defined by the nation- 
ally produced instructional materi- 
als used throughout the country. 
Given the nature of the highly com- 
petitive environment of publishing 
houses, with each publisher care- 
fully examining what is presently on 
the market, there is a sameness of 
conceptual development within gen- 
eral subject domains in most of the 
widely used instructional materials 
(Erwin, 1980; Mehrens & Phillips, 
1985; Phillips & Meh’rens, 1986; 
Rudman, 1977). Were it not for this 
sameness, our nation would be 
severely handicapped. For as much 
as local control of schools may be 
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The peek into the future 
that this article represents 
indicates that the next 7 or 
8 years . . . will see con- 
tinued pandering to less 
than defensible uses of 
standardized tests. 

valued, a nation without a fairly 
standard educational program is 
one unable to tap into a national 
labor pool or draw upon a reason- 
able expectation of educational at- 
tainments of all the populace. 

Test Construction and Use: 
The Future 

The peek into the future that this 
article represents indicates that the 
next 7 or 8 years (as represented by 
the next revision of the current 
tests) will see continued pandering 
to less than defensible uses of stan- 
dardized tests, and a further solici- 
tation on the part of some test pub- 
lishers to offer tailored tests to local 
and state agencies. These tailored 
instruments will likely contain items 
taken from previous editions of 
standardized survey-type achieve- 
ment tests and national item banks. 
These items will be combined with 
the so-called “local” items supplied 
by the test user. These will then be 
published as the “State X or District 
Y Achievement Test,” a test that 
supposedly will measure the local 
curriculum in its entirety. 

It takes from 6 to 8 years to pro- 
duce a major revision of a stan- 
dardized achievement test. Some 
test users and publishers have been 
concerned that the norms and/or 
content may become obsolete in 3 
or 4 years after publication of a new 
series. Although this is highly un- 

likely in this short period of time, 
the concern has been real enough 
for publishers to seek new ways of 
building tests so that the revision 
time is shortened. At least one ma- 
jor publisher plans to utilize item 
response theory (IRT) to solve this 
perceived problem. This publisher 
plans to use items from its previ- 
ously published tests, and instead of 
empirically derived norms the pub- 
lisher will use calibrated norms. 
This will, in all likelihood, reduce 
the publication time by two thirds. 
If test users accept the use of cali- 
brated norms rather than norms es- 
tablished through empirical testing, 
the publication of new revisions will 
see a major change. 

Item Banks and Tailored Tests 
Many test users have been en- 

couraged by vendors of item banks 
to purchase items that-when scaled 
with items from other sources-will 
yield tests that reflect the local or 
state curriculums better than can 
the nationally produced standar- 
dized achievement tests. Unfor- 
tunately, these techniques will not 
produce tests that will yield more 
useful data than is presently ob- 
tained. As has been previously 
observed by others (Divgi, 1981; 
Goldstein, 1982; Hoover, 1984; 
Skaggs & Lissitz, 1986; Traub, 
1983), IRT is based on several fun- 
damental assumptions. The useful- 
ness of utilizing IRT in test con- 
struction or interpretation rests on 
the robustness of these assumptions. 
One of these is the assumption of 
unidimensionality (a prerequisite of 
which is local independence of 
items). The assumption of unidi- 
mensionality is likely to be violated 
in the measurement of educational 
achievement if items from different 
sources are scaled together. Stu- 
dents may have been drilled on one 
set of items that have been drawn 
from one source, (e.g., their local 
school program). When these local 
items are scaled together with items 
purchased from another source 
(e.g., a national item bank) upon 
which students have not been 
drilled, local independence of items 
is lost and the items become multi- 
dimensional. As Traub (1983) 
observes: 

Education is both complex and 
poorly controlled. The curriculum 
and the methods by which it is 
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taught vary from student to stu- 
dent, even within the same class. 
Out-of-school learning experi- 
ences that are relevant to in- 
school learning vary widely over 
students. Individual differences in 
previous learning, quality of sen- 
sory organs and presumably also 
quality of neural systems contrib- 
ute to, if they do not totally 
define, individual differences in 
aptitude and intelligence. I t  
seems reasonable then to expect 
differences of many kinds, some 
obvious, some subtle, in what it is 
different students learn, both in 
school and outside. (p. 61) 

A collection of items drawn from 
disparate sources that do not 
emerge from internally consistent 
test blueprints do not constitute a 
test. Nevertheless, the promise of 
tests that “truly” reflect what each 
teacher teaches and each student 
learns, coupled with the apparent 
precision of IRT, will ensure the use 
of item banks for the next several 
years. 

A promising use of item banks 
coupled with the use of IRT can be 
found in the experimentation now 
taking place with computer-adaptive 
testing. Certainly the next 13 years 
are likely to see large-scale use of 
such testing coupled with instruc- 
tional systems based on diagnostic 
testing. The future may witness 
publishers disaggregating existing 
tests developed by authors under 
contract to them, or developed by 
editors and item writers on staff. 
The items from these tests will be 
combined and serve as sources for 
large item banks. These banks will, 
in turn, supply the entry-level test 
for determining the “ability” of the 
test taker and will serve as the base 
from which continued testing by 
computer will proceed for the 
individual. 

The Role of Test Publishers 
The organizational climate of test 

publishing houses, like all institu- 
tions, is determined by their leader- 
ship. The president of one test pub- 
lishing company has recently been 
identified by a professional journal 
as one of four of America’s outstand- 
ing contemporary educational 
leaders (Kaplan, 1985). Another has 
demonstrated on more than one oc- 
casion a desire to maintain the 
highest standard of excellence in 
test development and internal stan- 
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dards of corporate integrity (Kean, 
1984, 1986). With leadership of test 
publishing companies such as these 
individuals represent, one can look 
forward to continued willingness to 
experiment with data use and to 
emphasize an adherence to quality 
of standardized test construction. 

One company gives every promise 
of continuing to exercise internal 
standards of excellence through a 
comprehensive internal and exter- 
nal auditing system of test develop- 
ment (Educational Testing Service, 
1983a, 1983b). The standards used 
within this company equal and in 
some cases exceed the widely 
respected Standards for Educa- 
tional and Psychological Testing 
(American Psychological Associa- 
tion, 1985). The standards and the 
process used for monitoring adher- 
ence to them could serve as a model 
for the rest of the testing industry. 
However, it is unlikely, in the com- 
petitive atmosphere of test publish- 
ing, that any single company will 
adopt another publisher’s standards 
or the process of implementing 
them. The next decade or so could 
see some form of external monitor- 
ing of test development as sug- 
gested in a recent paper (Madaus, 
1985). Its most likely form would be 
a joint committee on standards com- 
posed of major professional asso- 
ciations. 

Publishers will continue to be 
plagued, in the future, with the mis- 
uses of the tests they produce. Once 
a test company sells a test to a client 
it has little or no control over the 
way the test will be used. We have 
recently witnessed instances when 
a publisher has refused to allow a 
test to be used for purposes that 
were inimical to its reputation 
(Anrig, 1983; Hunt, 1983; Runnells, 
1984; Stutz, 1985). The decision to 
disallow sale of its test to the poten- 
tial user resulted in considerable 
financial loss to the company 
(Stutz). Future test users will need 
to be more responsible in how the 
tests they purchase will be used. 

A specific example of the ratio- 
nale for withholding tests from 
clients who wished to purchase 
them was given by the President of 
the Educational Testing Service in 
a statement to the Council of Chief 
State School Officers: 

Current NTE tests were devel- 
oped to provide information about 

a candidate’s academic knowl- 
edge and skills.. . . They do not 
provide a direct evaluation of 
teaching performance. For this  
reason, NTE tests should not be 
used by school districts (or state 
agencies), directly or indirectly to 
determine the compensation, re- 
tention, termination, advance- 
ment, pay supplements, or change 
in provisional employment status 
of teachers once they are em- 
ployed. (Anrig, 1983) 

The Role of Test Authors 
Standardized achievement tests 

have, for the most part, been writ- 
ten in one of two ways. On the one 
hand, test authors have been re- 
cruited for their measurement 
andlor curricular skills and have 
then engaged in test development 
activities with editors and measure- 
ment specialists employed by the 
publisher. Although test develop- 
ment under this arrangement has 
been a cooperative venture, test 
content has normally been the 
responsibility of the test authors. 

A second approach to test devel- 
opment has been an “in-house” pro- 
cedure wherein the major respon- 
sibility for test development has 
been with staff employed full-time 
by the publishing house, These staff 
include psychometricians, research 
specialists, and editors. Blueprints 
are generally the responsibility of 
editors and psychometricians who 
consult with content specialists 
hired on a part-time basis, as well 
as teachers and other content spe- 
cialists who serve as item writers. 
These item writers are given test 
specifications and are hired to write 
items-often on a pay-per-item basis. 
Test authorship by recognized 

measurement and curriculum spe- 
cialists is being phased out by at  
least two publishers who formerly 
adhered to the author model of 
achievement test development. 
These publishers are converting 
their writing and development of 
standardized achievement tests to 
in-house production by full-time 
staff. Will this affect the quality of 
future revisions of these tests? The 
loss of experience of decades of test 
development and curriculum leader- 
ship from talent not directly em- 
ployed by test publishers could 
result in a lowered quality of prod- 
uct, but only time and future com- 
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TABLE 2 

Major Achievement Test Series: Their Development and 
Revision, 1923 -198 7 

Test Series 1920s 1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 
~ . ~- ~ ~ - ~ -  ~ ~-~ ~- 

Stanford D,R - R R R R R 
Metropolitan D R R R R R 

Basic Skills D R R R R R 

Achievement D R R R R R 

Iowa Test of 

California 

Comprehensive 
Test of Basic 
Skills - - - 

Sequential Test 
of Educational 
Progress - - - 

Science Research 

D R R R 

- D R R 

D R R D 
~~ 

Associates - - - 

Note This chart reflects t h e  developmental history of these achievement test series 
Some publishers released different forms, batteries, and manuals of the major 
revision in succeeding years In other instances publishers renormed the last revi- 
sion of the i r  test This made it difficult to pinpoint a specific year of revision 
Sources The Mental Measurements Yearbook (3rd through 9th eds ), 1949-1985, 
as well as conversations with test authors and publishers to clarify discrepan- 
cies in published dates 

D = Development of new tests 
R = Revision of previously developed tests 

parisons of former revisions with 
new ones will tell. 

A parallel movement has already 
left its mark on the development of 
textbooks from the kindergarten 
through the high school. The move 
to in-house production of elemen- 
tary and secondary school text- 
books has been a steady one. Today 
most textbooks are written by 
teams of editors whose names rare- 
ly, if ever, appear on the covers of 
the materials they produce. While 
these textbooks are ostensibly 
authored by academicians and prac- 
titioners, in truth only the outlines 
of the materials may be reviewed 
prior to the production of actual 
manuscripts, and the so-called 
authors become “editors” of the 
editors who actually write these 
textbooks. While some objection is 
heard among the academicians and 
practitioners, they are muted, at 

best. The active authors who pro- 
duce outlines for the books they 
wrote as well as the manuscript are 
no longer able to function as 
authors. Their judgments of appro- 
priate content, their technical skills, 
and their scholarly work are dimin- 
ished in the face of political consid- 
erations, the pressure to ease 
vocabulary loads, and business- 
related compromises. Organizations 
whose economic interests lie outside 
of psychological and educational 
measurement can have the same ef- 
fect on tests that they have had on 
textbooks. 

The adequate measurement of 
achievement requires not only skill 
and scholarship pertaining to test 
theory and interpretation but also 
a sophisticated grasp of the aca- 
demic content to be measured and 
an intimate knowledge of appropri- 

ate classroom activities. Those test 
publishers who have traditionally 
produced achievement tests “in- 
house” have relied on committees of 
academic specialists whose advice 
and review of content outlines are 
sought periodically. Although 
authors may be no more knowl- 
edgeable than the content special- 
ists who serve as consultants to 
in-house staff at separate and dis- 
continuous stages of test develop- 
ment, authors may be more effec- 
tive in the total test development 
process because of their continuous 
and total immersion in all aspects of 
test construction, from initial con- 
tent research to development of test 
blueprints and from manuscript 
writing through item analysis and 
standardization. If independent  
authors’ judgments are lost, the in- 
troduction of new curriculum-based 
ideas related to the measurement of 
achievement will be diminished. 

A Possible Future: A Summary 
The future of testing (as has been 

defined here) is being shaped by test 
development decisions presently un- 
der way within publishing houses 
and by patterns of test use we now 
see. The past and present meld with 
the future. I t  normally takes from 
6 to 8 years to develop a standard- 
ized achievement test series. The 
developed test has a “useful life” of 
another 8 to 10 years. The result is 
that tests published in 1987 will 
likely be used in 1997. Whatever 
new products have been planned for 
publication in the next several years 
will determine large-scale testing 
beyond the year 2000 A.D. Not 
much can be done to modify testing 
up to the turn of the century. The 
future really is  now. See Table 2 for 
an overview of standardized achieve- 
ment test development. 

This article has viewed the con- 
tinuing prospects for standardized 
achievement testing now and in the 
future in light of the external and 
internal developments in testing, 
has examined present test use 
issues, and has briefly viewed fu- 
ture test use in terms of item bank- 
ing, tailored testing, and the meld- 
ing of item banking with computer 
adaptive testing in a larger diagnos- 
tic/prescriptive learning system. It 
has discussed the likely issues fac- 
ing test publishers and has briefly 
pointed to the diminishing role of in- 
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dependent test authors in the fu- 
ture development of standardized 
achievement tests. 

The unknown variable in this dis- 
cussion of the future of testing is 
the introduction of new tests and 
systems within the next few years. 
But given what we know about pres- 
ent test construction and use, and 
what has been discussed in the liter- 
ature concerning new test develop- 
ment, it seems a safe bet that the 
last 13 years of this century will see 
the following developments. 

1. Standardized achievement tests 
will be used for wide-ranging pur- 
poses unrelated to classroom in- 
struction. These uses may include 
the testing of teachers for certifiea- 
tion, as measures of the “quality” 
of local and state curriculums, as in- 
dicants of need for state and na- 
tional funding of education, and 
other policy-related questions. 

2. There will be an increasing re- 
liance on IRT as local items are 
combined with items drawn from 
national item banks and scaled into 
“unique” local or state tests. 

3. Some national system of moni- 
toring the development and use of 
tests will emerge. Because of the 
existence of some influential leader- 
ship within the testing industry, and 
because of the concerns of measure- 
ment specialists and state and local 
educators, a joint committee of rep- 
resentatives of the testing houses, 
professional associations, and state 
and local educational authorities 
may be formed to develop a code of 
ethics to be implemented, with ap- 
propriate controls over the develop- 
ment and use of large-scale testing. 

4. Present legislative and public 
concern for excellence in education 
will continue. Reliance on test data 
by policymakers (both educational 
and legislative) will continue and 
will be reported in a form that legis- 
lative policymakers will find more 
useful. 

5. The widespread use of forma- 
tive testing using classroom termi- 
nals will greatly expand. I t  seems 
likely, given the experimentation 
with computers in classrooms, that 
the last 2 or 3 years before the 21st 
century may see less emphasis on 
paper-and-pencil standardized 
achievement tests as used today 
(and likely to be used for most of the 
next decade). 

What has been discussed here is 
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a possible future that can be antici- 
pated given this analysis of past and 
present events. Testing is a com- 
plex process to discuss in the limited 
space of one article; the selection of 
factors to serve as a base from which 
a future can be extrapolated is judg- 
mental. The main point to be made 
here, though, is that given the time 
left until the end of this century, the 
window for dramatic new develop- 
ments is narrowing and is almost 
closed. 

The past decades of test develop- 
ment and use have been filled with 
perplexing problems and with imag- 
inative adjustments to the instruc- 
tional and administrative needs of 
schools. It is a safe bet that within 
some narrow boundaries, the next 
13 years will be no different. 
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