








































































































































































































































































D. EmergL'nC_r .\lfering.< 

Emergency meetings are tho�e special meetings in" hich the governing body is unable 
to give the required 24 hours notice. In the ca,e of an actual emergency. the special meeting 
m:iy be hdd "upon such no11cc as is appropriate to the circumstances". The nature of the 
notice required in emergency cases is ob,·1ously sub_1ect to a case by case analysis and cannot 
be specified by general rules. However. any rda.,at1on or de, iation in the normal manner of 
pro,·iding no11ce of meetings. either to the general public or to members of the governing 
body. must be carefully scrutinized and can be Justified only for compelling practical limita
tions on the ability of the governing body to follow its normal not1ce procedures. 

E. Execurfre Sessions 

An executive session is nothing more than a meeting (regul:ir or special) wherein the 
go,·erning body is allowed under the Open :vleeting Act to discuss and deliberate on matters 
in secret. See A. R.S. § 38-431.03. Separate notice need not be gi, en of an e.,ecutive session if 
it is held in conjunction with a properly noticed regular or special meeting. Howe\'er. where 
only an e:xecuti,e session will be held. all notices of the meeting must state the specific pro
\'ision of law authorizing the e.xecuth·e session. including a reference to the appropriate 
paragraph of Subsection A of A. R.S. § 38-431.03. See Appendix D for a sample :-.;01ice of 
E.,ecuti,·e Session. 

F. AJdirional ,\'utice 

In deciding what types of notice shall be gi"en in addition to pos11ng. go\'erning bodies 
should consider the following: 

I. ,Ve11·spaper Publicarruns 

In many cases. notice of meetings can be disseminated b" providing 
press releases to newspapers published in the area in" hich notice is to be gi\'en. 
In addition. paid legal notices in such newspapers may be purchased by the 
governing body. 

2. Mailinx Lisr

Some bodies may wish to provide a mailing list whereby persons 
desiring to 01:?tain notices of meetings may ask to be placed on a mailing list. 
All notices of meeting� issued will then be mailed to those appearing on the 
current mailing list. 

3. Arriclt'.< ur ,\'arias 111 Pru.fessiunal ur Busine,s Puh/icuriun.<

In addition. the gowrning body ma)· obtain publication of articles or 
notices in those professional and bus1ne» publications relating to the agency's 
field of regulatio n. 

It is not necessary that all of these types of notice, he gi,·en. Indeed, merely pro,·iding 
notice through the use of a mailing list and t,y po,ting should be sufficient in most cases. 
:,;either should the above listing, be considered cxclu,J\·e and. to the extent 1llher forms of 
notice are reasonably availabk. they should be u,ed. 

REQL'IRB1E:-.;Ts FOR T:\Kl:-.;(i \\'RITTE:-.; :1-11:-.;L'TES 

The first requirement for taking" ritten minutes nf meeting, of go, crning hodies "a< 
included in the Open �1eeting Act hy the l.eg1<laturc 1n 197�. rhe 1974 amendment. ho"e,·er. 
rr,"1ded ,ery little detail as to "h�t the minutes mu,1 include. rhc original minute tJk1ng 
requirement read as folio",: 

• • • R. Go-ern1ng h11d1es. except for ,uhcommittee,. shall pro, 1Je f,,r
the taking of "rltten minute< ol all their meeting,. Such minute, <hall t,c 
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INTRODUCTION 

This report swnm.arizes the result of an evaluation of the li

censing examination procedures practiced by the Arohitects Section of 

tbe Architects, Professional Engineers, Designers and Land Surveyors 

Examining Board. Its content complies with the specifications of the 

September 28, 1976, contract for personal services between the State of 

Wisconsin, Depart1aent of Regulations ani Licensing, and Glenn E. 

Tagatz. 

The contract specifies that the evaluation of the examinations 

would include but not be limited to the following: 

l. The criteria used in determining the content of the examina
tions. In connection with this, the study shall determine
the extent to which architect job an�ses were u3ed as a
basis tor determining examlnation content.

2. The appropriateness of methods used in developing the two
current national examinations prepared by the National
Council of Architect Registration Boards and F.ducational
Testing Service. The validation techniques employed. by the
above naaed group& shall also be reviewed and e'YBlu.ated
against standards for educational testing prepared by the
American Psychological Association, Federal and State
standards, and� other nationally accepted standards.

J. The manner in which examinations are scored and the basis
used for deteria:ining passing grades on the various portions
of the examinations.

4. The criteria used by the board in determining which examina
tion applicants must take the "equ.ivalency 11 examination
and/or the professional examination. As part of this section
of the study, the Consultant shall review and evaluate the
"experience and educational equivalency table" used by the
board in screening and qualifying examination applicants.

The evaluation addressed each of these specifications, the 
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m s u l t a  of which a r e  reported herein i n  the follawlng seven sections: 

1) Rationale f o r  the Evaluation, 2) Background, 3 )  Test Development, 

4) Validation, 5 )  Administration, 6) Interpretation, and 7) Recorn- 

m e n d a t i o ~ ,  

RATIONALE FOR THE EVALUATION 

A l icense i a  required f o r  individuals t o  work i n  various profes- 

s ions and occupations i n  order t o  protect the health, safety, and uel- 

fare of the general public, In the United States, each individual 

s t a t e  i s  responsible f o r  providing l icensing which protects the general 

public, While the  responsibil i ty for  l icensing resides with each 

atate ,  many a ta t e  licenring boards use examinations prepared and ad- 

ministered nationally in order t o  f a c i l i t a t e  reciprocity of l icensing 

between t h e i r  s t a t e  and other states. Swh is the  case with the 

Architects Section of the Architects, Profess3.ona.l Engineers, Designers 

urd Land Survayorr Exendning Board (hered'ter referred to  as the 

lkamining Roard). The Examining Board has been using examinations 

prepared bg the National Council of Architectural Registration Boards 

(NcARB), in  collaboration with the NCARBI a t e s t  consultants, Educa- 

t i ona l  Testing Service (GTS), f o r  a number of years. While the 

decision t o  use exanination material8 and procedures prescribed by 

NCARB is within the  jwi sd ic t ion  of the  Examining Board, t h i a  decision 

does not a l t e r  the ExaadnLng Board's reaponaibility t o  protect Wiscon- 

s i n  cit iaens.  

klhen a s t a t e  makes a liceneing decision tha t  a f fec ts  the  welfare 

of i ts  ci t isens,  such as the Btamining Board's decision t o  use NCARB 



ex,amination materials, certain special intereat groups existing within 

s ta te  &ten exert influences which are not a l w q s  consonant with 

the welfare of the general public, Individual8 within a profession 

often t ry  to  limit entry into thei r  profession ao as to  l i m i t  the 

aupply of available services, thereby au3i;rring themselves of adequate 

@ompensation and an adequate amaunt of business. In v i e w  of their  

sperrial intereat, thay attempt t o  obtain maxinrally res t r ic t ivs  standards 

as a basis for  determining who will subsequently enter the profession. 

Conversely, individuals who aspire to  be licensed in a profession o r  

occupation view such restr ict ive standards as a curtailment to  thei r  

own personal welfare. They advocate the implementation of minimal 

standards so as t o  assilre thei r  entry into the profession. Such 

special groups can inorease the difficulty a licensing board, such as 

the Eramin:tng Roard, f aces in  determining sound licensing practices, 

A state can i n i t i a t e  sound licensing practices that  laaintain and 

protect the health, safety and welfare of i ts citizens when it decides 

to use proper testing procedures i n  detemhing who will and who w i l l  

not become licensed, Further, the use of proper testing procedures 

assures that  each special interest  group will be protected in a fashion 

which does not violate the s ta te ' s  responsibility t o  protect the 

general welfare, Thus, the Examining Board can insure sound licensing 

practices by use of proper test ing procedures, 

Proper testing procedures are described i n  the 1974 Standards f o r  

Educational and Psychological Testa (APA Standards) and the Equal 

Employment Opportunity Codas ion ' s  "Code of Federal Regulations" (EEDC 

Guidelines, 1970), Thus, these documents are relevant t o  the testing 



procedarree practiced by s t a t e  l icensing boards, such as the Examining 

Board, Ablitional relevancy may a l ro  be attached by s t a t e  licensing 

boards t o  t h e  tes t ing  procedures outlines i n  these part icular  documents 

i f  t he  nrw Uniform Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures proposed 

by t h e  Wal Employment Opportunity Coordinating Council (IhUOGC) are 

adopted, These new regulations would specifically include licensing 

boards i n  the  groups governed by federal equal employment requirments, 

snd consequently enforce s t a t e  l icensing board compliance with proper 

tes t ing  procedures. Since the  Judicial  branch of the  United States  

government u t i l l x e s  the  APA Standards and the  ErXX; Guidelines i n  deter- 

laining i f  t ( ~ l t 8  comply with federal regulations, the  appropriataness of 

theso two documcants for  the l icensing practices of boards such as t h e  

Exandning B o d  i s  enhanced. Thus, these two documents are foundations 

upon which the  evaluation of the present licensing aamination pro- 

cedures practiced by the &mining Board are based. 

I n  conclusion, the  Ekmdning Board has the responsibil i ty fo r  

proper l icensing procedures. These procedures should protect all 

in t e res t  groups including licensed archi tects  i n  Wisconsin, individuals 

aspiring to  l icensing as archi tects  i n  the  S t a t e  of Wisconsin, and 

especially the  general publlc. The &mining Board's responsibi l i ty  

can be m e t  through proper t e s t  developaerlt techniques such as those 

described i n  the APA Standards and t h e  W C  Guidelines. I n  addition, 

use  of  proper t e s t  developent procedure8 w i l l  insure S ta t e  compUance 

with fbture guidelines t h a t  w i l l  affect them, 
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BA.C KGROUND 

Before the present licensing examination procedures practiced by 

the Examining Board can be reviewed and evaluated, the practices which 

are considered. tests must be identified. According to APA Standards: 

a test is a special case of an assessment procedure • • •  tests 
include standardized aptitude and achievement instruments, diag
nostic and evaluative devices, interest inventories, personality 
inventories, projective instruments and related clinical tech
niques, and many kinds of personal history fonns. (p. 2) 

According to the EIDC Guidelines: 

the term 'test' is defined as any paper-and-pencil or perform.anc e 
measure used as a basie for &IlY' aaployment decision. • • the term 
'teat' includes all formal, scored, quantified or standardized 
techniques of assessing job suitability including • • •  specifjc 
qualifying or disqualifying personal. history or background require
ments, 1pecit1c educational or work history requir•ents, • • •  
biographical inforaation blanks • • •  etc. (para. 16o7 .2) 

According to these documents, the Elcamining Board's licensing practices 

include three tests: l) the :&iuivalency Examination, 2) the Profes

sional. Exud.nation, and 3) the Table or Equivalents for Education, 

Training and Experience (hereafter referred to as the Table of 

Equivalents). 

The three tests used by the Examining Board for licensing should 

therefore be properly developed tests. A properly developed test pro

vides the information needed by users. The APA Standards delineate 

what type of information is need.eds 

A test u ser needs information describine a test's rationale, 
development, technical characteristics, administration, and inter
pretation. (p. 9) 

By the tem rationale, the APA Standards mean the basis upon which the 

content of the test is determined. In clarifying this statement, the 
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APA Standard8 s t a t e  tha t  face va l id i ty  i s  not a suf.ficient rationale. 

So called face1 validity,  the mere appearance of v d i d i  ty, I s  11ot 

an acceptable basis for  interpret ive inferences from t e s t  scores. 
(P. 26) 

Hather, content va l id i ty  i s  needed for  t e s t s  such as thoae used by the 

Examining Board. 

Evidence of content val idi ty  i r  required when the  t e s t  user wishes 
t o  estimate how an individual performa jn the  universe of sjtua- 
t ions the  test i s  intended t o  represent . . . t o  demonstrate the 
content va l id i ty  of a set of t e s t  scores, one must show tha t  the 
behaviors demonstrated i n  tes t ing const i tute  a representative 
sample of behaviors t o  be exhibited i n  a desired performance 
domain. Definitions of the performance domain, the  users1 obj ec- 
t ives ,  and the  method of sampling are c r i t i c a l  t o  claim8 of content 
validity.  (APA Standards, p. 28) 

Content va l id i ty  i s  needed i n  the  Examining Board's t e s t s  because t he  

Examining Board wishes t o  estimate how individuals w i l l  perfbrm i n  the 

universe of  s i tuat ions composin~ the  ~ r o f e s s i o n  of architect.  

For a t e s t  t o  demonstrate content val idi ty ,  professionals i n  the 

area of teat ing (~ronbach, 1970; Anastuai, 1968) n l a i r i t ~ j r l  that  t,tm 

conterit of the t e s t  must be based on a task analysis, which i s  :i method 

of determining the important par ts  of a job. Judicial  decisions such 

as the decision i n  the  Albemarle Paper Company versus Joseph P. MooQ 

case (1974) aupport this position. Thus, t o  obtain content va l id i ty  

for  tests used by the  Exomininp, Board, task analyses should have been 

performed. 

Taek analyses a l so  form t h e  foundation fo r  the  other information 

needed by t e s t  users, i .e., information concerning ndevelopnent, tech- 

n ica l  character is t ics ,  administration, and interpretationn (APA 

Standards, p. 9). Fror a task analysis a t e s t  i s  constructed step-by- 

step. Professionals i n  the  area of tes t ing  (Cmnbach, 1970; Anastasi, 
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1968) list a task analysis as the first step in test developaent, fol

lowed bys 1) ass•bling a test to measure the traits identified in the 

task analyeis, 2) validating the test against a criterion of job per

tor1111U1ce, md J) !onnulating a strategy for lnterpreting teet scores • 

Thus, there are four basic steps, a task analysis plus the three steps 

described above, that should have been followed in constructing the 

tests used by the Exud.ning Board • 

In conclusion, the examinations of'.!ered by the Examining Board 

obviously fit th.e definition of' a test. Moreover, the "Table of 

Equivalents" which provides an underlying basis for detendning which 

applicants take what examinations also fits the definition of a test. 

Therefore, these three tests should have been professionally developed

following the four basic steps of: 1) a task analysis, 2) test items 

constructed from the task analY5is, .3) validation, and 4) interpreta

tive strategy fornllated on the basis of psychometric charucteristics • 

TEST D�Vfil.OPMENT 

General Findings 

There is no evidence of' conformity between the content of 1) The 

Table of' Equivalents, 2) the Equivalency Examination, and J) the Pro

fessional ExaJllination, and an analysis of the tasks perfor•ed by prac

ticing architects. This conclusion is based upon several factors • 

.First, Mr. Peter IA:>ret, Program Director for the NCARB project at 

tTS, has stated that1 

There has never been a task analysis [of the job of the architect] • 

In fact, he reco11111ended to Mr. Samuel Balen, Director of Professional 
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Services for NCARB, that one be conducted about a year previous to the 

date of this r�port. 

Second, in "The Manual of Information for the Collllllittee Members" 

prepared b7 .l!."TS for use by the test collllllittee members, it is stated 

that item writers should 

Select a concept or idea which is illportant for the examinee to 
know or understand. (p. 6) 

In the same document, under recollJlended. steps in reviewing tests, it is 

stated that reviewers should 

Consider the test as a whole, reacting to • • •  its coverage of 
subject aatter (note any undesirable repetition of subject matter 
or concepts being tested or important topics that have been omitted 
or insufficiently emphasized). (p. 10) 

This manual places the responsibility for speciflc test item content 

and overall test content on the subjective judgment of test writers 

rather than on the find.1.ngs of an objective task analysis. 

Third, an extensive review of the professional 11 terature failed 

to disclose a;ny task analysis performed on the position of architect. 

Fourth, the content of li:ARB examinations is based upon a general 

building code which is not used in the State of Wisconsin which has its 

own specific code. 

Fifth, the 1973 pre-annual report of NCARB states that 

The Ektui valency Exallination has been prepared to evaluate basic 
skills of candidates equivalent to those acquired. by students in 
the accredited schools of architecture, thus qualif'ying them to 
take the Professional Examination aa a prerequisite of professional 
registration. (p. 8) 

Thus, the content of the �uivalency Exaaination is designed to be 

academic in nature, rather than predictive of performance as an 

architect, the job for which the exa.minee is seeking to be licensed. 
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Sixth, there is no evidence that the Equivalency Examination was 

based on a comprehensive analysis of the skills acqu1 red by studeuts 

while at accredited schools of architecture. Therefore, even content 

validity with respect to academic Imowledge, skills, and abilities can

not be claimed, even though such a claim would not necessarily validate 

the Examining Board's use of the teat to predict job performance. 

Seventh, the Equivalency Examination is a condensed version of 

the seven-part examination used by NCARB during 1968 to 1973. There is 

no evidence which indicates that this seven-part examination was based 

on the findings of a fonnal task analysis • 

In summary, the development of the Professional Kxaminution, the 

Equivalency Examination, and the Table of &iuivalents wa3 based upon 

work performed by NCARB committees, such as the NCARB Professional 

Examination Consulting Committee, and not on the findings of a formal 

job analysi.s. Therefore, the route taken by the NCARB in developing 

these test instruments does not conform to APA Standards and E.illC 

Ouidelinea • 

Specific Findings 

The following are s�ecific findings related to the Professiona l  

Examination, the Equivalency Examination, and the Table of l:.quivalents • 

Professional Examination 

The NCARB Professional Exam: Exam Writer's Guide (1974) (here

after referred to as the Exam Writer's Guide) articulates the content 

of the Professional Exam. The examination consists of four parts: 

Environmental .Analysis, Architectural Progr8.Jlllling, Design and 
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Technology, and Construction, The content of each exadnation part i s  

based upon a two-uey t e s t  item specification matrix, wilere the  abscissa 

represents p r o b ~ ~ t i c  performance dimension8 and the  ordiriute repre- 

sents various f eatural considerations of a building proj ect . There- 

fore, the  aolulrm and row intersections within the matrix provide 

categories of specific problematic ac t iv i t i e s  t o  be performed in regard 

t o  speciflc features of a building project. Each category i s  eubse- 

quently expanded upon and refined in to  an approximate test itan format 

i n  the "Test I t a n  Specificationn section corresponding t o  each part of 

t h e  emmination. 

The BPA Stanrlards s t a t e  tha t  

Definitions of t h e  performance domain, the user's objectives, and 
the  method of sampling are critical to  claims of aontant val idi ty . . . a defini t ion of the performance domain of in teres t  mst 
alweyr be provided by a t e s t  user so tha t  the contaut of a t e s t  
m y  be checked againat an appropriate task universe. (p.  28) 

The Exam Writer's Guide does atternpt to  define the  performance domain 

and t he  uuer18 objectives. However, because a task analysis has not 

been conducted there i s  no way of determining whether the performance 

domain defined by the  content of the exandnation is adequately repre- 

sentative of t h e  universe of tasks perfomed by architects.  Conse- 

quently, the Exam Writer's Guide does not reveal the  method by which 

t h e  sample of behav3.ors t o  be demonstrated on the examination were 

drawn from the  universe of tasks perfomed by archi tects  i n  the  prac- 

t i c e  of t h e i r  profession. APA Standards fur ther  s t a t e  tha t  

An employer cannot jus t i fy  an employment t e s t  on grounds o f  content 
va l id i ty  if he cannot demonstrate tha t  the  content universe in- 
cludes a l l ,  o r  nearly all, important parts  of a job, (P. 29) 

Hence, it appears tha t  the examination demonstrates, a t  most, "face 
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validity" as previously described in this report • 

The Ex:ail Writer's Guide contains information which states: 

While every effort has been made to provide a complete rational 
framework, it is expected that speci.tlcatinns and categories will 
be revised, expanded ., and perhaps even restructured a.s the examlna
tion matures from year to year. (Preface) 

Thus, 1.t 111.ay be concluded that even the ex.aminatlon committee recog

nizes that a lack or conformity exists between test content and the 

Wliverse of architectural activities. 

lf.quivalency Exam.nation 

Circular Number 1''our, Subject Matter Outline: NCARB Equivalencz 

Exa.mination articulates the content of the Fquival.ency Examination. 

The examination consists of three parts: History and Theory of 

Architecture and Environmental Planning, Architectural Uesign, and 

Construction Theory and Practice. Circular Numlior Four reveals a. less 

systelll&tical.ly planned examination, but one that also appears to test 

materio.l relev/lrlt to the work of an architect. However, this examina

tion has the same problt!llll as the Professional. Examination in that it is 

not based upon the find:.ngs of a formal task analysis. It, however, 

causes additional concern • 

The additional concern arises from the fact that the stated pur

pose of the Jlilui valenc7 Examination is to determine whether applic'll'lts 

without an accredited degree have acquired basic architectural skills 

that are comparable to those' presumably acquired by appllcants who have 

degrees accredited by the NAAB. NAAB accredits architectural schools 

on the basis of the mission statement prepared by the individual 

school. It does not require any specific course content to be included 
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fn t h e  curr iculm,  Therefore, without a common basis for  discerning 

the  qual i ty  of aruhitectural skills, Icnowldge, and a b i l i t i e s  of 

i n a d d u a l  accredited-degree holders, an axamination such aa the  

Equivalency hamination cannot be used t o  make a comparison between the 

archi tectural  sIdlls, knowledge and a b i l i t i e s  of accredited-degree 

holders and those of app1:tcants witho~it accredited degrees, 

NCAR33 racogniraed tha t  differences eudsted m n g  the various 

schools of archi tecture and also tha t  differences d a t e d  anong the 

ways tha t  a pereon could acquire the background and t ra ining necessary 

t o  become an archi tect ,  

We have attempted i n  t h e  paat t o  process all those antering the 
profession of arahitecture thrcnigh t h e  same examination, but we 
have now recogniaed tha t  there are differences not only of scl~ools 
but i n  the manner i n  vhlch a man can acquire his background and - 

t ra in ing  t o  become an architect.  (~re-Convention R e p o r t ,  1971, 
P. 8) 

However, w h i l e  there might be difference6 i n  the manner i n  which 

individurrls attaLn the  background and t r e i d n g  necessary t o  become an 

architect,  t h e  asuumption t h a t  two separate exandnations should be used 

i s  questionable. Rather, i f  a l l  prof e s s iond  arcllit ects are expected - 
t o  have acquired, minimally, a standard range and qual i ty  of architec- 

tural skills, knowledge, and a b i l i t i e s  necessary t o  protect the ganeral 

welfare of  the  public, then, regardless of the  manner and context i n  

which these proflciencies were acquired, a l l  aspirants should be 

required to denonstrate tha t  range and qual i ty  of archi tectural  s Id l l s ,  

knouledge, and a b i l i t i e s  on the same standard examination(s) , 

Table of Equivalents fo r  Education, 
Training and Expdenoe 

The development of t h e  1975 edition of  the  Table of &uivalents 
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is characterized by the S9.Ille deficiency underlying the development of 

the Professional and �uivalency Examinations in that its content is 

not based upon the findings of 11 formal task analysis. It is presumed 

that the activities performed under the various aead811lic training and 

work experience categories provide a basis for developing the types of 

skills, knowledge, and abilities necessary to successfully perfom the 

critical tasks comprising the job of professional. architect. However, 

because those critical. tasks have not been identified through con

ducting a formal task analysis, there is no way of determining whether 

the activities performad under the various categories are adequately 

representative of the universe of critical tasks performed by success

ful architects. It would, therefore, appear that the development of 

the Table of Equivalents also does not meet all the criteria necessary 

for substantiating claias of content validity. 

Another significant feature of the Table of Equivalents is that 

differential importance for the develo1Dent of architectural skills, 

knowledge, and abilities is attached to the various academic training 

and work experience categories via the different "Maximum Credit 

Allowed" limitations aasigned to them. It must, therefore, be assUllled 

that t'unctionall;y different job-related activities or greater and 

lesser illportance are performed. under the different categories. How

ever, Since a formal task analysis has never been conducted for the 

occupation of professional architect (which ordinarily would specify 

the job-related activities of greater and lesser importance), it 

appears that the differentiations presumed to hold in the Table of 

Equivalents are largely based upon the conjecture of committee 

VT-lLl 



discussion as opposed t o  empirical evidenae, 

I n  mmnary, the development of the three examinations, i .e., the  

Professional Examination, the Equivalemoy Examination, and t h e  Table of  

Equivalantrr, i s  not barred on a formal task analysis, Therefore, the  

individual t e s t  items oannot be specif ical ly related t o  the tasks per- 

formed by a rch i tmta  and the  t e s t s  as developed and presently used do 

not demonstrate content va l id i ty  as described i n  the  APA Standards. 

I n  additian t o  content validity,  t he  APB Standards recommend that 

construct val idf ty and criterion-related va l id i ty  be established when 

Construct va l id i ty  i s  implied when one evaluates a t e s t  o r  other 
sat of operations i n  l i g h t  of the  specified construct, (APB 
Standardr, p, 29) 

A paychologicd eonetruct i e  an idea developed o r  'constructedt aa 
o work of informed, so ient i f ic  imagination: tha t  is, it is  a 
thsaratfaril idea developed t o  explain and t o  organize aome aspecta 
of d l r t i n g  knowledge. (APA Standards, p. 29) 

Construct va l id i ty  appears inapproprciate with respect t o  the l!kanining 

Board's use of the NCARB t e a t s  because t h e i r  purpose i s  t o  predict 

performance for purposes of licensing, - not t o  ref ine  theoret ical  

Criterion-related va l id i ty  appears appropriate t o  the  M n i n g  

Board's use o f  the  NCARB t e s t s  because of t h e i r  conaern with perfor- 

mance: 

Criterion-related va l id i t i e s  apply when one wishes t o  i n f a r  frola a 
t e s t  soore sn individual's noat probable standing on some other 
variable called a criterion. S ta t emats  of predictive va l id i ty  
indicate  the  extent t o  whioh an indlvidual'e future l eve l  on the 
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criterion can be predicted from a k:Dowledge of prior test perfor
Jll&tlce; statements or concurrent validity indicate the extent to 
which the test may be used to esti11ate an indi vi.dual' s present 
standing on the crit� The di---.unotion1&import1lllt. Pred±-c---- 
tive validity involves a tille interva.1. during which eo•ething may 
happen (e.g., people are trained, or gain experlence, or are sub
ject to ■ome treatment) • Concurrent validity re:tlects only the 
status quo at a particular tiae. (APA Standards, p. 26) 

Either the concurrent type or predictive type of criterion-related 

validity would meet the Exaadning Board's purpoee of predicting how 

e:xanrlnees would perform as architects. 

For purposes of analyzing its claim that experiential factors in 

addition to acadsuic background are needed for adequate performance as

an architect, the Examining Board might establish both concurrent and 

predictive validity for e:x:&llinees taking the Professional Examination 

without experience. A comparison of the concurrent validity measure 

com.pated. prior to experience, with the predictive validity measure 

comp11ted atter experience, would clarify the relationships among 

experience, acad•ic background, and job perforllallce. 

In considering which types of validity are appropriate :ind neces-

sary for adequate test developaant, the E&>C Guidelines state: 

Eapirical evidence in support or a test's validit:, must be based on 
studies employing generally accepted procedures for determining 
criterion-related validit:, • • • •  Evidence of content or construct 
Talidi ty • • • may- also be appropriate where criterion-related 
validit:, is not feasible. However, evidence for content or con
struct validity should be accompanied by sufficient information 
fro• job anal.:,ses to dea:>nstrate the relevance of the content (in 
the case of job knowledge or proficiency test) or the construct (in 
the case of trait measurers). (para. 16o7 .Sa) 

Since content validity is appropriate, the .E:x:arnning Board could claim 

validity of its tests b:y demonstrating this type of validity. As 

indicated in the previous section of this re'P()rt, the tests used by the 
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EkamjnIng Board & not demonstrate contcrnt validity, The hamining 

Board could also claim validity of its tes t s  thraugh construct valid- 

i t y ,  A s  explaind i n  t N r  seation of the report, construct validity 

i s  an inappropriate type of validity for the GxaePining Board1 s purpose. 

Finally, the  kamini.ng Board could claim validity of its teats  through 

criterion-related validity. A s  previously explained, criterion-relat ed 

validity is an appropriate type of validity for  the Examining Board's 

~~tupose. Criterion-related validity i s  also feasible with respect t o  

the nwber of examinees tested by the Examining B o d .  Thus, the 

k a d n h g  Boardf s tes t s  may be valid i f  criterion-related voli&ity has 

been e8tabUshed, 

One additional factor concarning the validity of the Examining 

Board' 8 t ea t  a slhould be considered . Differential validity betueen 

minority groups rr defined by Ti t le  V I I  of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 

and the unproteatd majority lnay beoome necessary i f  the proposed EXOCC 

Uniforn Quidelinem on Eaployae Selection Procedures arcs adopted. The 

BPA Standard8 which also rooommend differential  validation define it as 

An investigation of possible differences i n  c r i tdon- re la ted  
validi ty for ethnic, rax or other subeemplm. . . . Erldance of 
differentid. validity is  developed by oomparing, for curaaple, 
corrilatlon coefficients, regresrion squations, and means and 
v a r l w e s  for each variable, (p. 4.3) 

Thus, ctlffarential validity is another type of validity whiah should be 

examined with r e s p c t  t o  the Emmhhg Board1 s tests.  

Findings 

There is  no evidence that  criterion-related validity has been 

eatabllshed for any of the three NCARB t e s t s ,  Therefore, no claims of 
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criterion-related validity can be made for the Professional. Examina

tion, the lquivalency Euaination, or the Table of &J,uiva.lants. Some 

mdenoe ot criterion-related validity waa available for the old seven 

part examination (A Stugy: of the Relation■bip of NCARB Teat Scores to 

Ratings of the Candid.at.a Made bz Protessional Architects Who Were 

Their »aplozers, 1969). However, eTen though the Equival.ency Examina

tion is baaed on the old seven-part exaaination, the changes in contant 

and it• arrangement preclude any possibility of inferring validity for 

the :Equi valency Examination from. the old seven-part ex&llination. 

The only diff erantial validity data vere collected by NC.ARB on 

females who took the F.quivalancy Exaaination and the Professional 

Examination. Using these data, El'S did statistical analyses of the 

differential pass re.tea tor males and females. They found that females 

did not have a higher failure rate than males, and, in some instances, 

the females actually dellOJlstrated statistically significantly higher 

paHing rates than ll&les. These results, however, are suspect because 

ot the lack o.f' contNl over factors of internal validity in the experi

mental design. (See Campbell and Stanle;r, 1963.) No other efforts at 

di.f'fermtial validation were·aade for females or for other ainority 

groups on the three tests used by the Examining Board. 

In SUJIJllal7, the Professional Examination, the l!ilui valency Examina

tion, and the Table of :&lui valents do not demonstrate content validity 

(see Test Development section) or criterion-related validity. Also, 

differential validation of these tests has been limited to a cursory 

examination o! feaale passing rates. Thus, the three examinations do 

not meet the specifications of the EEOC Guidelines, the APA Standards, 
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nor the EWCC Uniform Standards, 

TEST ADHINTSTRATION 

The E%a.minlng Board's  atr ration of t e s t s  is an important 

s tep in in8uring that  f a i r  licrnsing decirione are made for a U  

examinees, The baaic prinaiple of proper t e s t  adminiatration i s  

stnncinrdlaation of prwedurea, Stardardiaation of procedures is  based 

on the p r d s e  that  

When deaisiom care baaed on t e s t  scorea, the decision for each 
indivldud should be baaed on data obtained under ciraunstances 
that  are essentially al ike for  all, (APA Standards, p. 64) 

Sturbardiration of t e s t s  i s  obtained by following the practices deline- 

a t d  i n  the  APA Standadat 

The direction8 for adadnistration nhould be presented i n  the test 
m u d  with rrufflcient c la r i ty  and omphaair so that the t e s t  user 
can duplicate, and will be encouraged t o  dupliaate, the adndnie- 
t r a t ive  condition8 under which the n o m  and the data on relia- 
M l l t y  and validity were obtained. (p. 18) 

A t ea t  user mat rully understand the administrative procedures t o  
be followed, . . . The teat  user should be fully trained t o  do 
whatover is  roquirad for  oorpetsnt administration of the tea t ,  
(P. 64) 

A t e s t  user i r  expected t o  follow carefully the standardized pro- 
codurea &scribed in the manual. fo r  administesing a t es t ,  (p. &) 

It m~ i n  rare cases be neceasaryto modify procedures. . . . 
Hodlfleetions may be standardiaod fo r  apeciflc purposes. (p. 6k) 

A t e s t  uaa should maintain consistent conditions for  testing, 
should IPinimiae variations i n  

A t e a t  user rhould make periodic checks on material, equipant, and 
procedures t o  maintain atandardisotion. (p. 6b) 

The tea t  administrator i s  responsible for  establirhing conditions, 
cornistent with the  principle of handardlzation, that  emable each 
d n e e  t o  do hi8 best. (p. 66) 
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The teat user shares with the developer or distributor a responsi
bility for maintaining test security. (p. 65) 

In general a test user should try to choose or to develop an 
asseas11ent technique in which 'tester-effect' is minimized, or in 
which reliability or assessaent a.cross testers can be assured. 
(p. 6J) 

The directions published in the test aanual sbould be complete 
enough that persona tested will understand the task and the author 
intended. (p. 18) 

The directions should clearly point out such critical 11&tters as 
instructions on guessing, time lints, and procedures for marking 
anner aheeta. { p. 18) 

The directions to the test adJlinistrator should include guidance 
tor dealing with questions from examinees. (p. 18) 

Instructions should prepare the exaainee !or the exanrl.nation. 
(p. 18) 

Findings 

Professional Exudation and 
Equivalencz Exallination 

In general, ad.ministration of the Professional Examination and 

the Equivalency Examination appear to contona to standardized. test 

adainiartration procedures. However, several deviations froa point 

nllllber five, 

A test user should maintain consistent conditions for testing • 
• • • In general, testing conditions aho'Uld minimize variations in
the testing procedure. (APA Standards, p. 64) 

and point nuaber seven, 

The test adlli.nistrator is responsible for establishing conditions, 
consistent with th• priDciple of standardization, that enable each 
exuinee to do hi• best. {APA Standards, p. 6.5) 

ocourred during the December 1975 admi n;i filtration of the Professional 

Exaaination. The Professional Examination was administered in two 
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locations (a building located at S ta t e  Fair  Park in Milwaukee and o 

building looated a t  t h e  University of Llisconsin Extension campus), 

which were qu i t e  different  i n  t h e  physical conditions present a t  t h e  

time of tes t ing.  The physical conditions a t  t h e  University of Wiscon- 

ein &tension were adtquate. Howerer, it w a s  reported tha t  t he  physical 

conditions at the  S ta t e  Fair building ware characterisad by: 

1. A temperature between 55 and 60 degrea ,  

2. Lighting which may not have be- adequate f o r  reading t e s t  
i t a s  and scrutiniaing graphical documents, 

3. Distracting noise a t  t he  r ea r  of t h e  tes t ing  room, and 

4. An i n m f f i d a t  number of proctors fo r  dissendnating d n a -  
t i o n  matarlals. 

T h i s  was confirmed i n  a telephone conversation with the d n e r  a t  the  

S t a t e  Fa i r  location, Professor John T. Snedeker, of the University 

of Wisoonein Extension. 

Such conditions nay have caused the examinees who took the Pro- 

fessional Ramination a t  the  S ta t e  Fa i r  building t o  have scored lower 

than they would have undez be t tor  tes t ing conditions, because of 

physical d l  acornfort, poor t e s t  item v i s i b i u t y ,  dis t ract ions inter-  

rupting t h e i r  concerrtration, deviations i n  a l lo t ted  time, and other 

concomitant factors  such as increased d e t y .  With r t spec t  t o  

physical conditions and variations i n  a110 t t ad  time due t o  an insuf- 

f ic ien t  nurber of proctors, the  APA Standards s ta te:  

Si tuat ional  variables should be reasonably controlled. For exam- 
ple, there should be no great variation i n  temperature o r  humidity; 
noises and other dis t ract ions should be as nearly eliminated as 
possible. . . . I n  general, t es t ing  conditions should minimize 
vaxLatlons i n  t h e  test ing procedure. (p. 6b) 

The December 1975 administration of the  Professional Examination at the 
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State Fair Park location appears not to have met these recoJlllll.ended 

standards. 

Table ot Equivalents 

Because the Table of Equi val.en ts 1• not the same type of test as 

the Professional Examination and the Equivalency Exaru.nation, nor is it 

administered in a ma.nner similar to that of either of these examina

tions, all of the standardized administration procedures listed in the 

APA Standards are not applicable to its adJlinistration. However, the 

general principle of standardization is still applicable in that it is 

eesential that there be a high degree of consistency in the decisions 

11&de by adJlinietrators over tillle and across di.f'ferent administrators 

regarding how applicants• years of academic training and work experi-
,, 

ence are assigned to the academic training and work experience 

categories listed in the Table of F.quivalents. 

The decisions made b7 the Examining Board rest heavily on the 

"Experience Descriptions" for each category articulated in the Table of 

Equivalents. The descriptions of the academic training categories 

appear to be relatively clear and precise. Although it is apparent 

that the developers of the Table of F.quivalents attempted to provide 

equally clear and precise descriptions of the work experience 

categories, it is still evident that some degree of subjectivity is 

required or admim.strators in order for decisions to be made regarding 

the specific categories under which an applicant's various work experi

ences will be assigned. Therefore, the administrator of the Table of 

Equivalent• frequently does have a direct infiuence on the total years 
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of credi t  granted t o  an applicant, which 18 a practice contrary t o  the  

principle of standardization i n  tha t  it tends t o  attenuate the rel ia-  

b i l l t y  of such dacisions. However, thier departure from standardiza- 

t ion  does not affect  decisions regarding applicant e l i g i b l l l t y  for  

admission t o  the  Professional Exam i n  the  S ta te  of Wisconsin for  those 

applicants who do have an accredited degree i n  architecture because 

work experience is  not an e l i g i b i l i t y  prerequisite fo r  adrsission t o  

t h i s  &nation i n  this state .  This practice i s  also not l ike ly  t o  be 

a significant factor  in determining applicant eligibility for  admission 

t o  the  4uivrlemoy &.mination i n  the  Sta te  of  Wisconsin i n  tha t  o n l y  

four ysars of a c a d d c  t raining endor  work axperience are  required for 

admiasion t o  this examination i n  this state .  However, this practice 

ray have a detrimental effect  on the  r a l i a b i l i t y  of decisions made 

regarding the  granting of a license i n  architecture i n  t h a t  seven years 

of a c a d d c  t raining and/or work experience are required of those 

applicants who have previously passed the Professional EXSIP. 

The ExPmining Board has reported tha t ,  when decisions regarding 

aeeigrment of  an applicant's work experience t o  the various work 

experiance categories takes the form of nguesawork,lt due t o  the  ambigu- 

i t y  of hie or  her experience record, the applicant i s  required t o  pro- 

vide t o  the  Examining Board more detailed information. This adminis- 

t r a t i v e  procedure does conform t o  APA Standardat 

When there  is m y  deviation from standard practice, it should be 
duly noted. . . . Modifications m a y  be s t a n M z e d  fo r  specific 
purpO89S. (p* 64) 

The Examining Board has aleo reported that once a suff icient  amount of 

information has been provldad by an applicant, * i t  i s  not d i f f i c u l t  t o  
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assign categories to candidates based on their training statements.112 

TEST INTmPRl!."'TATION 

Tegts are generally interpreted. on the bads of their psycho

metric ch&racteriatioa. The two psychometric characteristics needed 

for all other peyoho•etric characteristics to have meaning are test 

validity &nd test reliability. The validity of the tests used by the 

Examining Board has already been ex8lllined in previous sections of this 

report. Thie section of the report will begin with an examination of 

the reliability of the tests used by the Exurl.ning Board, followed by 

an exud.nation of other psychOlletric characteristics which are per

tinent to test interpretation including, l) descriptive statist1cs, 

2) it.em analysis, 3) pass-fail criterion, and 4) objectivity of

■coring.

Reliability 

Reliability refers to the degree to which the results of testing 
are attributable to systematic sources of variance. Classical. 
methods of estimating rellabili ty coef t.icients call for correlating 
at least two sets of similar measurements. (APA Standards, P• 48) 

Different methods of estimating reliability take account of dif
ferent sources of error. (APA Standards, P• 49) 

Fro11 the collpUtation of different types of reliability-, the sources of 

inconsistency or error can be identified. These sources may include& 

inconsistency in responses of the subject; inconsistency or hetero
geneity within the sample of test content (such as the stiJ1TUlus 
itmu, questions, and situations); inconsistencies in adlli.nistra
tion of the test; inconsistency among scorers, raters, or units of 
apparatus; end mechanical errors of scoring. (APA Standards, p. 50) 

Reliability esti.Jll.atea for the 1973 8lld 1974 administrations of 
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the @uivalarncy Examination and for  the 1973, 1974, and 1975 ad8ainis- 

t rat ions of the Professional Examination a r e  reported for each adminis- 

t ra t ion i n  booklet6 published by kZS entj tleid Test Analysis. The 

re l i ab i l i ty  estimates for  theee axaainations f a l l  within the range 

genwally obtained for professionally developed and published tests .  

However, ETS does not report reliability for the Architectural. Design 

eubteat of t he  ~ u i v a l e n c y  Exanination, due t o  the fact that  this sub- 

t ea t  i r  not graded by then, but by nprejuriesn located i n  the various 

goographioal regions. I n  order t o  assess the r d a b i l i t y  of th i s  sub- 

t e s t ,  a correlation was complted on the Deceniber 1973 data and an 

interjudge re l i ab i l i ty  a t i n a t e  of .4 was obtained. T h i s  reliability 

estimate i e  lowar than the rol labi l i ty  estimates considered desirable 

for  professionally developed and adndniatered t e ~ t s  . 
There i a  no evidence that  re l i ab i l i ty  estimates havo ever been 

oomplted for  t h e  Table of Equivalents. However, the constant modifica- 

t ion of the Table of Quivalents from year to  year would result i n  a 

lack of re l i ab i l i ty  across time. 

I n  conaidering the re l i ab i l i ty  estimates reported for the Exanining 

Board' a tes t ,  the natore of reliability must be considered. 

Bellability i s  a necessary but not a rmffl.cisnt condition of  
vallcKty. Rollability coefficients are pertinent t o  validity i n  
the negative searre that unreliable scores cannot be v d d ;  but 
rel iable scores are  by no means 9 8 0  facto valid. (APA Standards, 
P. 49) 

Therefore, even though adaquate re l i ab i l i t i e s  are reported for the  

Profensional lhamination and tvo of the  three Equivalency subtests, 

these re l i ab i l i ty  estimates have no meaning unt i l  these t es t s  are 

demonstrated t o  be valid measures of job perfonnance. 



• 

• 

• 

• 

I 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

In conclusio:12, vi th the exception of the Architectural Design 

subtest, the reliability estimates of the Professional Examination and 

the Equi valency Exam.nation eubtesta appear to be ad.equate. However, 

these esti11ates cannot be considered. relevant until the tests are 

demonstrated to be valid. With regard to the Table of EquivaJ..ency, no 

systematic e.f'.f'ort has been undertaken to determine its reliability 

across applicants or across tiae • 

Descriptive Statistics 

Descriptive statistics SWllllarize the test scores of the 8X8.Jltined 

group. The APA Standards state that descriptive statistics are essen

tial :for proper understanding of test results. 

Measures of central tendency and va.riabili ty always should be 
reported. (p. 22) 

The descriptive statistics for each ad.Jd.nistration of the Professional 

Exam:ination and the Equivalancy Examination are also reported by ErS in 

booklets entitled Test J.nall!is. These descriptive statistics appear 

to be adequate. 

Item Analysis 

A quantitative itea analysis includes principally the measurement 

of item di:fticulty and itea discrimination. Itelft difficulty is deter

mined by the percentage or individuals who answer the item correctly. 

The easier the item, the larger will be this percentage value. Item 

discrillination is frequently determined. by coaputing a bi-serial cor

relation, which measures the relationship between pass-tail on the item 
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and high t o  low parfonrance on the  t e s t  as  a whole. Generally, only 

tkosa it-6 fldlding a eigrdflcant M-serial  correlation coefflaient 

a re  retained i n  a test. 

The r eau l t r  of an i t a m  anaLysis ham been reported f o r  each 

admlniatration of t h e  Prof eesional Examination and t h e  4uivalency 

Emmination i n  the ETS booklets entitled Test Bnslyals. It appears 

t h a t  t h e  itan analyses were conducted i n  aocordance Kith accepted psy- 

a h o ~ e t r i c  practioee. However, a substant ial  number of exaaination 

it- have a b i - r d a l  correlation value which f a l l s  below the pre- 

forred value of .35, and yet these i t a s  h a w  baen retained in  t h e  

aPrinat ion8.  Thme flndings indicate  tha t  subsequent refinement of 

t h e  i tems i n  t h e  d n a t i o n e  could improve the qual i ty  of the  eoramina- 

tions. Aside from these findings, t h e  item andyses appear generally 

eatirfectory. 

Suggmted p-8-foil criterla fo r  the  embtests of the  Equivalency 

Examination and t h e  t o t a l  t e s t  are established by EL'S through a process 

of score equating, 1 .e., using equator i t a m  from a prevlous Qxarina- 

t ion. T h i s  conforms wlth proper tes t ing  practice. 

There was no score equating f o r  the  f i r s t  two adarinistrations of 

t h e  Professional Ebalnation, but it has been atated by M r .  Scuauel 

Balm of NCARB t h a t  equator items -a nov being used. This statement 

conflicts with t h e  information received Prom ETS. Furthermore, it may 

not be possible t o  construct adsquat e equator i t ens  fo r  an axamhation 

such 88 t h e  P r o f ~ a s i o x d  Exambation where t h e  basic project undarwng 
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the exam1n�tion changes fro• year to year • 

Through score equating, descriptive statistics, and frequency 

distributions, El'S arrives at a suggested cut-off score for each sub

test and test. NCARB then makes the final decision whether to follow 

this proposed cut-off, or arbitrarily decides upon a different cut-off 

point. Concerning this practice, the APA Standards state 

If specific cutting scores are to be used as a basis for decisions, 
a test user should have a rationale, justification, or explanation 
of the cutting scores adopted. (p. 66) 

Normally this is done in relationship to a criterion such as job per

formance where the quality of criterion perforll8Ilce determines satis

factory or unsatisfactory test performance. It can also be done on the 

basis of some decision theory principle. ErS then computes scores of 

pass or fail for the subtests and total. examinations, with advisory 

scores of strong, average, and weak attached to all failing subtest 

scores. These scores on the Tarious subtests are reported. by l!.TS to 

NC.ARB and to the various states. It is unknown which states pass 

individuals who are close to the division between passing and failing 

performance, but it has been suggested that this practice does exist in 

some states, and that it is oft.en practiced on the Architectural Design 

subtest. 

It is possible, according to the �ARB Professional Examination 

Score Interpretation Card, for an ex:&lllinee to pass all four subtests of 

the Professional Examination and still fail the Examination because the 

total of the four passing subtest scores is below the JllinillWI passing 

score for the total eixuination. The use of weighted regression equa

tions which take into account the validity and variability of ea.ch 
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subtest, instead of the practice of four independent cut-off scores 

plus a total score cut-off, would be a 110re customary practice for 

making this type of decision. 

In conclusion, the rationale used by NCARB in making the final 

deteraination of pass-fail criteria for both the Equivalency Exuina

tion and the Professional Exaa:1.nation is obscure, and does not conform 

with .lPA. Stadarda. Also, the practice or allowing indi:ddual. states 

to ch&Dge the criterion for passing doea not conform with proper test 

procedures. Finally, the aethod used to compute the applicants' pass 

or fail on the total Professional Examination does not conform with 

cuatoaary testing practices. 

Scoring 

Scoring of examinations is done obJ ecti vely by l!.TS for all parts 

of both examinations with the exception of the Architectural Design 

subt••�• Cm the Architectural Design subtest of the Equivalency 

Examination, a subjective judgment is made by the prejury of the region, 

which is subject to 110dif1.cation by the individual state. In the 1969 

validation of the old seven-part examiP6tion, it was reco11111ended by ETS 

to NCARB that the subtest corresponding to the E,quival.ency Examina

tion's Architectural Design subteet be aade objective. This recom

aendation was never im:pl•ented. The rationale behind the recommenda

tion !or the seven-part exam:1.nation subtut remains essentially the 

same for the Architectural Design subtest of the E,qui valency Examina

tion. 

Scoring of the Table of E,qui valents involves a substantial amount 
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or subjectiTe judgment on behalf of the scorer with respect to the 

educational and experiential background of applicants. The e.f'f ects of 

the scorer's subjective judgments are discussed in the test .1.dnti.nistra

tion section of th.is report • 

In conclusion, scoring is adequate for the Professional Examina

tion and the Equivalency �amination with the exception of the Architec

tural Design subtest. The subjective judgments involved in scorine the 

Table of Equi valants suggest that other means of testing in this area 

uy be more appropriate • 

RECOHMENDATI ONS 

Thia section of the report will consist of two parts: 1) recom

mendations to the legislature concerning IlOdification of the Rules and 

Regulations of the Exaa.1.ning Boa.rd, a.nd 2) recommendations specific to 

the Examining Board • 

Recommendations to the Legislature 

It is reco111m.ended that the legislature: 

1) Require that a single examination be given to all individuals
who apply for licansure as architects in the State of Wiscon
sin.

2) Monitor the activities of the Examining Board to assure that
the reco11J11endations to them are followed •

Recommendations to the 
Examining Board 

The recommendations to the Examining Board consist of both recom

mendations concerning present activities and practices, and 
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recommendations concerning future ac t iv i t i e s  and practices, 

It is recommended a t  t h e  present t i n e  that  the M n i n g  b a r d :  

1)  Require all applicants for l iaansure as archi tects  i n  t h e  
S t a t e  of Wiseonsin t o  demonstrate the  aame degree of pro- 
ficiency, regardlees of ac~demla background and/or work 
experience. This should be done through a single exanination 
which asaess8s the knowledge, skllls, and a b i l i t i e s  necessary 
f o r  archi tects  t o  possess i n  order t o  protect the health, 
safety,  and general welfare of the  public, 

2)  Use the  Equivalency Examination (without the  Architectural 
Design subtest)  and the  Professional i(;xamination as  an 
interim mean8 of assessing applicants f o r  l icensure i n  the 
absence of a valid t e s t  which was based upon a task  analysis 
of t h e  posit ion of archi tect .  

3) Make available the Architectural Design subtest for  the pur- 
pose of reciprocity, but not use this subtest  score i n  the  
dateradnation of licensing fo r  Wisconsin architects.  

4) Pet i t ion  NCgRB t o  construct one val id  t e s t  for archi tects  
whiah would include a task analysis, a critarion-related 
validation study, and met the specification8 of t h e  APA 
Standards and the ZEOC Guidelines. 

5 )  Develop t h e i r  own examination u s i q  proper t e s t  development 
tachniques i f  t h e i r  pet i t ion t o  NClSRB i s  not successful. I f  
t h i a  becomes necessary, t h e  l icensing fees oould be adJusted 
t o  cover the  necessary coats, 

6) Obtain continuing professional tes t ing  assistance for  pur- 
poses of Insuring that  proper tes t ing  procedures are followed 
by ETS, NCABB, and t he  Examining Board. 

7) Bequest t ha t  complete t e s t  r e su l t s  be returned t o  t h e  State. 
Such reeul ta  should include both the t e s t  and subtest scores, 
and copies of t h e  corrected tes t s .  Such data are  necessary 
fo r  the  kandning Board t o  adequately in te rpre t  t e s t  resu l t s  
and t o  perfom research on the exandnation. 

It i s  recommended tha t ,  within a period of 18 t o  30 months, the  

k m l n i n g  Board: 

1) Acquire and use a validated t e a t  based on a task analysis for  
purpose8 of archi tectural  liccureing, This t e s t  should meet 
t he  specifications of the  EWC Guidelines and APA Standards, 
and also the W C  Uniform Guidelines i f  they become law. 



2) Undertake research to validate the educational and experi
ential requirements of the Table of &::tuivalents, both in
terms of content validity and criterion-related validity, if
they wish to continue tts use. The validation procedure ror
the Table of .lilqui valants should be desig11ed to allow deter
Jlination of the relevance of each require11ent and their
respective sub-categories.

J) Rectit';r all specific shortcomings in test administration and
teat interpretation which have been delineated in this report,.
These practices should be brought into oonfomity with the
APA Standards.

4) Secure demographic information on all exaJn..i.nees so that the
requir911lents of local differential validation on Wisconsin
licensing applicants can be aet •

5) Provide retesting for all applicants who tailed to obtain
licensure under present unvalidated exanination practices.
Each of these applicants should be informed of their oppor
tunity to be retested..

6) Develop a retesting practice which allows applicants to be
re-examined art.er obtaining further experience or education.
Thia practice should include information to all examinees
concerning their areas of weakness on the prior ca.mi.nation,
and the requirements to be •et to qualify for retesting.

FOOTNO!F.S 

1Personal co11munication with Mr. Peter Ioret, 16 DeceJ1ber 1975. 

2Quotad fro• a written coamunication received fro• Mr. Robert
Yarbro, Chairman of the Architects Section of the Wisconsin Exaa:ining 
Board, 11 Dec•ber 1975. 
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