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SYCHOLOGICAL TESTS AND THEIR USE 
Tests allow psychologists to obtain empirical evidence to 

help them in the process of psychological assessment and 
decision making. This has been recognized for years by 
psychology practitioners when asked about the use of tests in their 
daily practice (Muñiz & Fernández-Hermida, 2000, 2010; Muñiz 
et al., 2020). But for tests to be really useful, three basic conditions 
are needed: the psychometric properties of the scores obtained 
must be satisfactory, practitioners must have the appropriate 
training, and the tests must be used correctly (Elosua & Muñiz, 
2013; Elosua, 2017; Muñiz et al., 2020). As Hernández et al. 
(2020a) point out, the first condition is guaranteed when, in the 
construction and analysis of tests, psychometric knowledge is 
applied rigorously (American Educational Research Association 
(AERA), American Psychological Association (APA), National 
Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), 2018; Haladyna 
& Rodríguez, 2013; Irwing et al., 2018; Muñiz & Fonseca-
Pedrero, 2019). To ensure such rigor, different national and 
international organizations, such as the General Council of the 
Spanish Psychological Association (CGCOP), through its Test 
Commission, the International Test Commission (ITC), the European 

Federation of Psychological Associations (EFPA), and test 
publishers, carry out different actions. These include the publication 
of guidelines for the creation and analysis of tests (AERA, APA, and 
NCME, 2018), and guidelines for the adaptation of tests from one 
culture to another (ITC, 2017; Muñiz et al., 2013; Hernández et 
al., 2020b). Also noteworthy is the development of models for 
assessing test quality, such as the EFPA model (Evers et al., 2013) 
or the CGCOP model (Prieto & Muñiz (2000), reviewed by 
Hernández et al. (2016)), as well as the application of these 
models to different tests to assess their quality. For example, in 
Spain, the CGCOP model, or test evaluation questionnaire (CET) 
and its subsequent revision (CET-R), has been applied to a total of 
82 tests during various evaluation rounds (Muñiz et al., 2011; 
Ponsoda & Hontangas, 2013, Hernández et al., 2015; Elosua & 
Geisinger, 2016; Fonseca-Pedrero & Muñiz, 2017; Hidalgo & 
Hernández, 2019; Gómez-Sánchez, 2019; Viladrich et al., 
2021), with new reviews underway. These reviews (with 
quantitative and qualitative reports) are published on the CGCOP 
website (https://www.cop.es/index.php?page=evaluacion-tests-
editados-en-espana) and can be consulted by any interested 
professional. The aim is to help these practitioners to rigorously 
evaluate the tests they can use for a given assessment before 
making their choice. 

However, although these actions are aimed at improving 
tests and curbing the use of tests of questionable quality, 
Lilienfeld et al. (2006) have already warned that there are 
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tests that maintain their popularity despite being problematic. 
Some reasons are adduced. For example, the Barnum effect, 
referring to the tendency to accept general or vague 
interpretations offered by tests as valid descriptors for 
practically anyone, which erroneously increases confidence in 
the test used. Also, the alchemist’s fantasy, related to the belief 
that the results of any test, when combined with other types of 
data, offer important clinical information, so the results 
provided by a bad test are taken as another source of valid 
information, even though this may reduce the ultimate quality 
of the evaluation. Finally, the clinical tradition and institutional 
inertia to use certain tests, despite the fact that there are other 
more updated and better ones. For this reason, it is necessary 
to continue to carry out actions that contribute to reducing 
these problems.  

The selection of appropriate tests is closely related to the 
other two conditions mentioned to ensure the usefulness of 
psychological tests which, in turn, are closely linked: that the 
practitioners must have the appropriate training, and that the 
tests must be used correctly. Training in psychometrics and in 
the use of tests are crucial aspects for the proper use of tests. 
This training is mainly provided at university, in the subjects of 
Psychometrics and Psychological Assessment (Hidalgo & 
Hernández, 2019; Hernández et al, 2020a). When it comes 
to ensuring that test users have received such training, test 
publishers (in Spain CEPE, GiuntiEOS Psychometrics, Pearson, 
and TEA) play a crucial role, as they restrict the sale of 
psychological tests to those accredited with the required 
qualification. However, university training does not guarantee 
the proper use of any test, nor does it guarantee the correct 
use of tests for life. The aforementioned problems of using tests 
that are not suitable (Lilienfeld et al., 2006), as well as the 
lack of knowledge about new psychometric advances or 
about the impact of new technologies, or the lack of updated 
knowledge regarding the tests that are published, can lead to 
their misuse (Hernández et al., 2020a).  

Therefore, in addition to the restrictive strategy that limits the 
use of tests, it is necessary to carry out informative and 
formative actions that promote the proper use of tests. Among 
the informative actions, as pointed out by Muñiz et al., 
(2020), in addition to the previously mentioned guidelines 
(APA, AERA, and NCME, 2018; ITC, 2017) and the 
publication of the reviews of different tests by using the CET-R 
(Hernández et al., 2016), also noteworthy is the publication 
of ethical codes, such as that of the EFPA (2005), and 
standards on the assessment process, such as the guidelines of 
the European Association of Psychological Assessment 
(Fernández-Ballesteros et al., 2001) or the ISO10667 
standard (AENOR, www.aenor.es), which regulates the 
assessment of people in work and organizational contexts. 
Among the training actions, the courses on test construction 
and evaluation offered by the CGCOP through the Distance 
Continuing Education Program (FOCAD in Spanish) (Elosua, 
2019; Muñiz & Fonseca-Pedrero, 2017) and the courses 

offered by the main test publishers operating in Spain stand 
out.  

Before designing new actions to improve the use of 
psychological tests (whether restrictive, formative, or 
informative), it is important to understand the opinions of 
psychologists on the tests and their use. The CGCOP has been 
aware of this for years. Therefore, through its testing 
commission, it has promoted surveys among its members in 
order to know and assess the needs, challenges, and 
problems faced by psychology practitioners when using tests 
in their professional practice (Muñiz & Fernández-Hermida, 
2000; 2010; Muñiz et al., 2020).  

 
PSYCHOLOGISTS’ OPINION ON TESTS 

The latest study (Muñiz et al., 2020) offers interesting results, 
both in general and differentiating by specialty. Firstly, 
Spanish psychologists (especially those in the area of 
educational psychology, followed by those in the area of work 
psychology) show a positive attitude towards tests. However, 
they recognize the need for further training (and information) 
in order to use them appropriately. Likewise, although in 
general they are in favor of increasing the control and 
regulation of tests and their use, there are differences by 
specialty on some issues, such as the need to introduce a 
system to accredit the competence of test users or to introduce 
more controls, with the clinical specialty being the most 
reluctant to tackle these issues. On the other hand, 
practitioners are moderately skeptical about the incorporation 
of new technologies in the practice of testing, especially the 
clinicians. They also recognize that there are problems in the 
use of tests, although these occur with moderate frequency. 
The most important problem concerns the price of the tests, 
which is considered too high, especially among clinical-health 
and educational specialists. Finally, although the review of test 
quality carried out by the CGCOP Test Commission is little 
known (22.5% of the practitioners say they are aware of it), 
those who are aware of it rate it very positively. 

 
OBJECTIVE 

It is to be expected that psychologists’ opinions about tests 
and their use will vary depending on other factors. In the 
present study, the role of gender, age, and work sector (public 
vs. private) is analyzed. Knowing these opinions will help us 
to better understand the reality of test use in different groups 
of practitioners and, if necessary, to propose measures aimed 
at specific groups.  

For example, with regard to gender, there is some evidence 
that men and women perceive risk differently (which could 
carry over into the assessment of the consequences of using a 
test that is not the most appropriate) and also that women are 
more meticulous than men (Chan, 2011; Greenberg & 
Schneider, 1995; Gustafsod, 1998). These differences could 
affect the way tests are used. Although these are stereotypes 
that may not generalize in all cases, it is interesting to assess 
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whether differences in opinion about test use are observed 
between men and women. In terms of sector, psychologists 
practicing in different sectors may have different resources, as 
well as different levels of autonomy to make decisions, etc., 
which could affect the tests used, and their use (e.g., making 
some inappropriate practices such as photocopying answer 
sheets). Finally, of particular interest is age, as it is often 
accompanied by greater professional experience. In addition, 
university education has also changed a lot with the 
incorporation of Spain into the European Higher Education 
Area, whose curricula began to be implemented between 
2009 and 2010. Both aspects, training and experience, 
together with generational changes, may affect the opinions 
held about the tests. Finally, we will also contrast the opinions 
of practitioners with those of university professors who teach 
subjects related to tests and their use (psychometrics and 
psychological or psycho-educational assessment), since they 
play a crucial role in training (future) psychologists in the skills 
necessary for the proper use of tests. 

 
PARTICIPANTS AND PROCEDURE 

The members of the Spanish Psychological Society (COP) in 
our country were invited to participate in a survey through 
various media, providing information on the objectives and 
importance of the study. The survey was applied online, via a 
link presented on the CGCOP website. On entering the 
survey, participants gave their informed consent. Anonymity 
and confidential treatment of the data were guaranteed. The 
survey was answered by 1,248 members. A total of 73.7% 
were women and the average age was 46.3 years 
(SD=11.1). The majority (69.9%) worked in the private sector 
and 26.6% in the public sector, while 3.5% of participants 
were unemployed. Likewise, the main area of specialization 
was clinical-health (67.6%), followed by education (12.7%) 
and labor (5.5%). Other specialties, such as legal, sports, 
social services, etc., made up the remaining 14.1%. A more 
detailed description of the sample can be found in Muñiz et 
al. (2020).  

Regarding the sample of university professors of 
psychometrics and psychological and psychoeducational 
assessment, these were identified through the websites of the 
psychology degree programs of the Spanish universities (a 
total of 316 professors), and they were invited by e-mail to 
participate in the study through an online survey, 
guaranteeing confidentiality. A total of 97 professors 
responded (30.4%), although the responses of two 
participants who indicated that they did not teach any of the 
subjects of interest were eliminated. Of the 95 professors who 
remained in the sample, 73.7% of the participants belonged 
to public universities, 51.6% were male and the majority 
(49.5%) were professors of psychometrics, followed by 
35.8% of psychological assessment. Only two participants 
(2.1%) indicated that they were professors of 
psychoeducational assessment. The rest (12.6%) either taught 

several of the aforementioned subjects or combined some of 
these subjects with others. The average length of teaching 
service was 17.5 years (SD=11.1).  

 
THE SURVEY 

To collect the psychologists’ opinions on the tests and their 
use, we used the 31-item questionnaire described in detail 
and published in full in Muñiz et al. (2020), which was 
answered on a 5-point (1-5) graduated scale (see items in 
Table 1). Considering the results on the dimensionality of the 
questionnaire, 5 dimensions were distinguished: Attitudes 
towards tests, Training and knowledge about tests, Need for 
control and regulation of tests and their use, Influence of new 
technologies on the use of tests, and Problems in the use of 
tests. The reported reliability coefficients (Cronbach’s alpha) 
ranged from 0.62 for the «Need for control and regulation of 
tests and their use» dimension to 0.91 for the «Problems in test 
use» dimension. The omega coefficient, which does not 
require the measures to be tau-equivalent (McDonald, 1999) 
presented values ranging from 0.80 for the «Need for control 
and regulation of tests and their use» dimension to 0.94 for 
the «Problems in test use» dimension.  

Although all the dimensions were compared across the 
different interest groups, this study only offers the analyses 
differentiated by items that provided the most relevant results. 
The additional question on whether they were aware of the 
test evaluations carried out by the CGCOP test commission is 
also analyzed. Those who were aware of it were asked to rate 
these reviews (see items in Table 3).  

In the sample of professors, collected previously (Hidalgo & 
Hernández, 2019), the questionnaire used was the one 
employed in 2010 (Muñiz & Fernández-Hermida, 2010), 
which did not include items 25, 26, or 27 of the “Attitudes 
towards tests dimension” of the 2020 questionnaire. In 
addition, some modifications were made. Item 6, «I received 
my current knowledge in relation to tests mainly during my 
psychology degree», was eliminated for obvious reasons. 
Likewise, all the problems of the last version of the 
questionnaire were included except the final one, referring to 
the high price of the tests. Finally, opinions on the test reviews 
carried out by the CGCOP test commission were not collected. 
Instead, professors were asked whether, in the classes they 
taught, they used the CET model and the evaluations 
performed (Hidalgo & Hernández, 2019).  

 
DATA ANALYSIS 

Descriptive statistics (means and standard deviations) were 
obtained for all items. To compare the scores, Student’s t-tests 
were performed for gender, type of sample (practitioners vs. 
professors), and sector, differentiating between the private 
and public sectors, excluding unemployed individuals. In the 
case of age, 5 age groups were formed (see Table 2) and 
ANOVAs performed. When ANOVA results were statistically 
significant, comparisons were made between groups using 
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Tukey’s test. When the assumption of homogeneity of 
variances required in the ANOVA was not met, the Brown-
Forsythe robust test was used. When the results were 
statistically significant, the Games-Howell test was used for 
post-hoc comparisons. All analyses were carried out using the 
IBM-SPSS-26 program. In addition, effect size indicators were 
obtained: h2

partial
 for ANOVAs and Cohen’s d for t-tests (Cohen, 

1992). 
 

DIFFERENCES OF OPINION ON THE TESTS  
The results of the comparisons for the questionnaire items 

according to the different groups formed are presented in 
Table 2, indicating the comparisons that were statistically 

significant. The most relevant differences are discussed below. 
Those interested in the complete results, including the results 
by dimensions, can contact the first author.  

 
Age 

Firstly, with regard to the items relating to the dimension of 
training and knowledge about the tests (items 1, 2, 4, and 6), 
there were statistically significant differences only for item 6, 
«I received my current knowledge about tests mainly during 
my psychology degree». It is observed that the older the age, 
the lower the mean on the item (p = 0.012; h2

partial
 = 0.010). 

Not surprisingly, practitioners continue to gain knowledge 
about the tests throughout their careers. However, there are 

TABLE 1 
QUESTIONNAIRE USED TO COLLECT FEEDBACK ON THE TESTS 

 
Items 

1. The training received in psychology is sufficient for the correct use of most of the tests.  
2. The training received in courses and masters is sufficient for the correct use of most of the tests.  
3. The European Federation of Psychologists’ Associations (EFPA) should establish a system for accrediting the competence of test users.  
4. Practitioners have sufficient information (independent reviews, research, documentation, etc.) on the quality of the tests published in our country. 
5. In my professional field, computerized tests are progressively replacing paper-and-pencil tests.  
6. My current knowledge of testing was acquired mainly during my psychology studies. 
7. The application of the tests via the Internet has many advantages compared to the classic paper-and-pencil application. 
8. The use of psychological tests should be restricted to qualified psychologists. 
9. Although non-psychologists could administer and score the tests, the interpretation and reporting of the results should be restricted to psychologists. 

10. The reports that are generated automatically by the computer are not valid. 
11. Standards and guidelines defining the minimum technical qualities of a test should be mandatory [e.g., the standards of the European Federation of 

Psychologists’ Associations (EFPA) or those of the Psychological Association]. 
12. Legislation is needed to control the most serious test abuses.  
13. The administration of the tests via the Internet puts some test takers at a disadvantage. 
14. Anyone who is capable of demonstrating competence in the use of the tests (whether a psychologist or not) should be allowed to use them. 
15. If used properly, the Internet can greatly improve the quality of test application. 
16. Controls on tests should be minimal, as they inhibit the development of new ideas and new assessment procedures. 
17. The administration of tests via the Internet does not protect the privacy of users. 
18. Publishers should be allowed to sell any test they deem appropriate. 
19. The Spanish Psychological Association should play a more active role in regulating and improving the use of tests. 
20. Internet test application opens up possibilities for fraud 
21. In the performance of my profession, I regularly use tests 
22. Tests are an excellent source of information when combined with other psychological data. 
23. Used correctly, tests are of great help to the psychologist. 
24. All things considered, I believe that in the last decade the use of tests has improved in my country. 
25. Evidence-based professional practice enhances the use of tests as sources of information.  
26. In professional decision making, I give significant weight to the data obtained by means of tests. 
27. Before using a test I check its psychometric properties.  
28-1. Making photocopies of copyrighted materials 
28-2. Making assessments using inappropriate tests 
28-3. Not being updated 
28-4. Not contrasting interpretations with others 
28-5. Not taking into account measurement errors in scores. 
28-6. Not restricting the application of the tests to qualified personnel. 
28-7. Not taking into account local conditions (country, region) that may affect validity. 
28-8. Making interpretations that go beyond the limits of the test.  
28-9. Using tests with inadequate scales  
28-10. Using some items without the appropriate permits 
28-11. Being very high priced



statistically significant differences only between the youngest 
group (aged 22-19 years) and the oldest group (aged 60 
years or older) (p = 0.013). This difference suggests that 
current training may be more comprehensive in terms of 
testing than that received by earlier generations of 
psychologists. 

Secondly, with respect to regulation and control in the use of 
tests, the results indicate that older psychologists tend to be 
more in favor of introducing control mechanisms, although the 
relationship is not always linear. For example, there are 
differences of opinion regarding the EFPA establishing an 
accreditation system for test users (item 3; p = 0.017; h2

partial
 
 = 

0.026). The differences reach statistical significance when 
comparing the group between 30 and 39 years of age, which 
was the least in favor, and the group aged 60 years and over, 
which was the most in favor (p = 0.021). Statistically 
significant differences were also observed in item 12 (p = 
0.001; h2

partial
 
 = 0.012). It is also the group between 30 and 

39 years of age, together with the group between 40 and 49 
years of age, who consider it to be less necessary to introduce 
legislation to control the most serious abuses, compared to the 
group between 50 and 59 years of age (p =0.006 and p 
=0.008, respectively). However, all three groups were in 
favor of such legislation, with means close to 4. It is also 
between the last two groups where statistically significant 
differences were observed on the role that the COP should 
play in regulating and improving the use of tests (item 19; p 
= 0.001; h2

partial
 
 = 0.014). Again, it was the group between 

50 and 59 years of age, compared to the group between 40 
and 49 years of age, who gave the most importance to the 
COP playing a more active role (p < 0.001). 

— INSERT TABLE 2 — 
Thirdly, with regard to attitudes towards the use of tests (items 

21-26, together with item 27, which presented a weak factorial 
saturation in the dimension), statistically significant differences 
were observed in item 25 (p = 0.004; h2

partial
 
 = 0.012). It is 

noteworthy that it was the young people (the groups between 
22 and 29, and between 30 and 39 years of age) who most 
rely on evidence-based professional practice to enhance the use 
of tests compared to practitioners aged 60 years or older (p = 
0.031 and p = 0.004, respectively).  

In fourth place, focusing on new technologies 
(computerization, automation, and Internet) (items 5, 7, 10, 
13, 15, 17, and 20), as we might expect, young people were 
the most in favor of the incorporation of these technologies. In 
particular, statistically significant differences were observed in 
item 15 (p = 0.007; h2

partial
 
 = 0.011). The two youngest groups 

(between 22 and 29, and between 30 and 39 years) were 
more confident that the Internet can greatly improve the quality 
of the application of the tests compared to the group aged 60 
and over (p= 0.023 and p =0.008, respectively). On the 
contrary, it was the older groups who were the most 
concerned about the protection of users’ privacy when tests 
are administered over the Internet (item 17; p < 0.001; 2 partial 

=h 0.0026), with statistically significant differences between 
the two youngest and two oldest groups and also between the 
group aged 40-49 years and the oldest group (with p-values 
between p < 0.001 and p = 0.023). Finally, statistically 
significant differences were also observed in item 5 (p = 
0.006; h2

partial
 
 = 0.010). It is curious that the youngest group, 

between 22 and 29 years of age, considers to a lesser extent 
that computerized tests are replacing paper-and-pencil tests 
compared to the opinions of the more senior practitioners, 
between 50 and 59 years of age and 60 or more (p = 0.032 
and p=0.010, respectively). Younger people probably expect 
this replacement to occur at a faster rate than it is actually 
occurring.  

Finally, with regard to problems in test use (items 28.1 to 
28.11), statistically significant differences were observed in 
items 28.1 (p = 0.005; h2

partial
 
 = 0.012) and 28.11 (p < 

0.001; 2 partial =h 0.020). In particular, there was a tendency 
to use fewer photocopies of copyrighted materials (item 28.1) 
as age increases, although the only statistically significant 
differences were between the 30-39 and 50-59 age groups (p 
= 0.043). Along the same lines, it was the youngest people 
who complained the most about the high price of tests (item 
28.11), with statistically significant differences between the 3 
youngest groups and the group aged 60 years and over (p = 
0.005, p< 0.001, and p= 0.008, respectively). 
 
Gender 

Both men and women considered university training in post-
graduate courses and master’s degrees, and especially in the 
psychology degree, not to be sufficient for the correct use of 
most of the tests. However, men rated this training more 
positively than did women, both in terms of training during the 
degree (item 1; p = 0.001; d = 0.22) and training in courses 
and Master’s degrees (item 2; p = 0.028; d = 0.14). 
Regarding practices in the use of tests and the problems they 
encounter in their professional environment, while men 
indicated that they check the psychometric properties of the 
tests they are going to use to a greater degree than women 
(item 27; p = 0.002; d = 0.20), men reported that, in their 
environment, interpretations are made that go beyond the 
limits of the test (item 28.8; p = 0.014; d = 0.16) and 
inappropriate scales are used (item 28.9; p < 0.001; d = 
0.26) more frequently than women. Finally, compared to men, 
women considered the price of the tests to be very high (item 
28.11; p = 0.001; d = 0.22). 

 
Sector 
The results show that public sector practitioners were more 

favorable to the establishment of systems of regulation and 
control (with statistically significant differences in 4 of the 9 
items of the dimension: items 3, 11, 12, and 14). In particular, 
public sector Psychological Association members were more in 
favor of the implementation of a system of accreditation of the 
competence of test users by the EFPA (item 3; p = 0.038; d = 
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0.13), compared to those in the private sector. The public sector 
members also advocated to a greater extent that the standards 
and guidelines marking the minimum qualities of a test (such as 
those of the EFPA or the CGCOP) should be mandatory (item 
11; p = 0.038; d = 0.14). In addition, they gave more 
importance to the need to introduce legislation to control the 
most serious abuses of tests (item 12; p = 0.007; d = 0.16) and, 
finally, they were more reluctant to allow anyone capable of 
demonstrating competence in the use of tests (whether a 
psychologist or not) to be authorized to use them (item 14; p = 

0.046; d = 0.13). Interestingly, it was in the private sector 
where computerized tests were considered to be replacing 
paper-and-pencil tests to a greater extent (item 5; p = 0.005; d 
= 0.15), and it was also private sector practitioners who 
reported using the tests more frequently (item 21; p = 0.026; d 
= 0.15). Finally, with regard to problems in the use of the tests, 
although the means were always below 3, in the private sector 
it was considered that interpretations that go beyond the limits 
of the tests are made more frequently than in the public sector 
(item 28.8; p = 0.009; d = 0.17) and participants in this sector 

TABLE 2 
COMPARISONS OF THE ITEM MEANS FOR THE DIFFERENT GROUPS ANALYZED 

 
 

AGE GENDER SECTOR PRACTITIONERS vs. PROFESSORS 

 

Global  

22-29 years 30-39 years 40-49 years 50-59 years 60 or more Male Female Public Private Practitioners Professors 

(N=79) A (N=300) B (N=342) C (N=362) D (N=163) E (N=328) (N=920) (N=332) (N=872) (N=1,248) (N=95) 

 

No. of items and groups with differences Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD Mesn SD 
 

1. **Gender, **Prof. 2.35 1.17 2.49 1.16 2.43 1.11 2.49 1.18 2.54 1.17 2.66 1.21 2.41 1.13 2.57 1.14 2.44 1.16 2.47 1.16 2.97 0.99 

2. *Gender 3.08 1.07 3.09 1.09 2.99 1.05 3.04 1.00 3.07 1.03 3.16 1.04 3.01 1.05 3.08 0.97 3.03 1.07 3.05 1.05 3.20 0.95 

3. *Age (B-E), *Sector, **Prof. 3.28 1.22 3.20 1.32 3.44 1.25 3.46 1.32 3.58 1.27 3.34 1.38 3.42 1.26 3.51 1.22 3.34 1.33 3.39 1.30 3.75 1.07 

4. **Prof. 2.90 0.96 3.12 1.12 3.00 1.10 3.06 1.08 3.00 1.07 3.09 1.09 3.03 1.08 3.00 1.05 3.06 1.10 3.04 1.09 2.77 0.88 

5. **Age (A-D) (A-E), **Sector, *Prof. 3.00 1.24 3.30 1.31 3.30 1.29 3.46 1.27 3.58 1.28 3.36 1.22 3.36 1.31 3.20 1.30 3.44 1.29 3.36 1.29 3.08 1.20 

6. *Age (A-E) 2.68 1.24 2.42 1.27 2.32 1.18 2.27 1.23 2.15 1.11 2.43 1.16 2.30 1.23 2.37 1.20 2.29 1.20 2.33 1.21 — — 

7. 3.30 1.15 3.21 1.17 3.14 1.17 3.19 1.16 2.99 1.25 3.11 1.15 3.18 1.19 3.23 1.16 3.12 1.18 3.16 1.18 3.37 1.09 

8. 4.25 0.85 4.18 1.01 4.20 1.07 4.25 1.07 4.38 0.98 4.20 1.10 4.25 1.01 4.23 1.06 4.23 1.02 4.24 1.03 4.21 0.97 

9. 4.43 0.96 4.38 1.09 4.30 1.22 4.40 1.15 4.45 1.12 4.38 1.14 4.38 1.14 4.34 1.16 4.38 1.14 4.38 1.14 4.28 1.07 

10. 2.76 1.08 2.71 1.11 2.77 1.14 2.87 1.11 2.80 1.17 2.85 1.15 2.76 1.11 2.81 1.10 2.77 1.13 2.78 1.12 2.62 1.14 

11. **Age (C-D), *Sector 4.04 0.84 4.18 0.79 4.10 0.92 4.32 0.82 4.10 0.99 4.17 0.90 4.18 0.86 4.27 0.79 4.15 0.89 4.18 0.87 4.34 0.78 

12. **Age (B-D) (C-D), **Sector 3.96 0.94 3.90 1.04 3.92 1.00 4.17 0.99 4.13 1.02 4.10 0.99 3.99 1.02 4.12 0.89 3.96 1.06 4.02 1.01 4.01 0.97 

13. 3.51 1.07 3.45 1.08 3.38 1.14 3.38 1.07 3.40 1.13 3.32 1.16 3.44 1.07 3.34 1.06 3.42 1.11 3.41 1.10 3.60 0.98 

14. *Sector 2.16 1.19 2.14 1.25 2.11 1.28 1.93 1.24 2.15 1.42 2.11 1.29 2.07 1.28 1.95 1.19 2.11 1.31 2.08 1.28 2.34 1.30 

15. **Age (A-E) (B-E), **Prof.. 3.52 0.90 3.47 1.10 3.35 1.10 3.33 1.03 3.11 1.13 3.39 1.05 3.34 1.09 3.34 1.07 3.35 1.08 3.36 1.08 3.60 0.98 

16. **Prof. 1.95 0.93 1.78 0.87 1.85 0.91 1.77 1.00 1.93 1.11 1.76 0.93 1.85 0.97 1.87 0.98 1.80 0.95 1.83 0.96 1.53 0.73 

17. **Age (A-D) (A-E) (B-D) (B-E) (C-E), *Prof. 2.10 1.08 2.19 1.11 2.37 1.13 2.57 1.21 2.70 1.30 2.42 1.25 2.41 1.16 2.37 1.14 2.42 1.20 2.41 1.18 2.14 1.02 

18. 1.66 0.86 1.82 1.07 1.80 1.06 1.70 0.95 1.74 1.04 1.84 1.06 1.73 1.00 1.75 1.01 1.76 1.03 1.76 1.02 1.94 0.91 

19. *Age (C-D), *Prof. 4.14 0.80 4.11 0.99 3.92 1.05 4.22 0.92 4.13 1.03 4.09 1.05 4.09 0.96 4.17 0.91 4.05 1.02 4.09 0.99 3.91 0.83 

20. 3.59 1.13 3.52 1.12 3.42 1.13 3.54 1.18 3.68 1.15 3.49 1.16 3.53 1.14 3.48 1.08 3.53 1.18 3.52 1.14 3.52 0.97 

21. **Age (B-E), *Sector 3.75 1.20 4.12 1.15 4.05 1.14 4.07 1.16 3.76 1.32 3.93 1.24 4.05 1.16 3.90 1.23 4.08 1.16 4.02 1.18 4.04 1.14 

22. **Prof. 4.53 0.77 4.49 0.83 4.47 0.86 4.46 0.86 4.44 0.89 4.47 0.89 4.48 0.83 4.41 0.86 4.49 0.85 4.47 0.85 4.74 0.55 

23. **Prof. 4.53 0.75 4.46 0.86 4.46 0.85 4.49 0.82 4.35 0.92 4.44 0.91 4.47 0.83 4.39 0.85 4.47 0.86 4.46 0.85 4.68 0.57 

24. 3.59 0.84 3.73 0.93 3.75 0.92 3.76 0.95 3.71 0.95 3.66 1.01 3.76 0.90 3.73 0.86 3.73 0.96 3.73 0.93 3.88 0.87 

25. **Age (A-E) (B-E) 4.10 0.83 4.05 0.84 3.97 0.92 3.92 0.94 3.74 1.03 4.00 0.98 3.94 0.90 3.98 0.89 3.94 0.94 3.96 0.92 — — 

26-26. 3.37 0.94 3.52 1.05 3.43 0.97 3.49 0.95 3.37 1.08 3.53 1.06 3.43 0.97 3.42 0.97 3.47 1.02 3.46 1.00 — — 

27. **Gender 3.71 1.16 3.88 1.11 3.80 1.18 3.97 1.16 4.01 1.08 4.06 1.10 3.83 1.16 3.98 1.09 3.84 1.18 3.89 1.15 — — 

28-1. **Age (B-D), **Prof. 3.39 1.44 3.24 1.40 3.04 1.46 2.93 1.41 2.88 1.36 3.05 1.40 3.05 1.43 3.05 1.43 3.03 1.42 3.05 1.42 3.48 1.31 

28-2. **Prof. 2.49 1.31 2.38 1.26 2.54 1.36 2.34 1.26 2.53 1.41 2.55 1.34 2.40 1.30 2.40 1.28 2.43 1.32 2.44 1.31 3.40 1.21 

28-3. **Prof. 3.20 1.16 3.10 1.30 3.16 1.28 3.02 1.21 3.00 1.30 3.10 1.26 3.08 1.26 3.05 1.25 3.07 1.27 3.08 1.26 3.62 1.07 

28-4. **Prof. 3.04 1.23 3.04 1.29 3.08 1.31 2.99 1.23 3.09 1.30 3.09 1.29 3.02 1.27 3.00 1.28 3.02 1.28 3.04 1.28 3.77 0.95 

28-5. **Prof. 3.04 1.26 3.09 1.25 3.06 1.26 2.90 1.24 2.98 1.26 3.10 1.30 2.97 1.24 2.92 1.26 3.02 1.25 3.01 1.25 3.93 1.17 

28-6. **Prof. 2.99 1.46 2.92 1.48 2.87 1.49 2.80 1.49 2.96 1.44 2.99 1.44 2.84 1.49 2.83 1.53 2.88 1.47 2.88 1.48 3.41 1.26 

28-7. **Prof. 2.97 1.40 2.85 1.33 2.94 1.35 2.88 1.32 2.89 1.32 2.95 1.36 2.87 1.32 2.82 1.31 2.89 1.34 2.89 1.33 3.40 1.19 

28-8. *Gender, **Sector, **Prof. 3.05 1.34 2.90 1.34 2.90 1.37 2.75 1.37 2.94 1.33 3.03 1.39 2.81 1.34 2.69 1.33 2.92 1.36 2.87 1.36 3.69 1.12 

28-9. **Gender, **Prof. 2.71 1.29 2.41 1.24 2.57 1.33 2.42 1.30 2.62 1.28 2.75 1.34 2.41 1.27 2.45 1.28 2.51 1.30 2.5 1.30 3.63 1.16 

28-10. **Prof. 2.32 1.35 2.18 1.20 2.35 1.36 2.19 1.24 2.31 1.31 2.36 1.32 2.21 1.26 2.19 1.29 2.26 1.28 2.25 1.28 3.29 1.26 

28-11. **Age (A-E) (B-D) (B-E) (C-E), 4.37 1.16 4.33 1.05 4.20 1.14 4.10 1.10 3.85 1.11 3.99 1.16 4.23 1.09 4.01 1.14 4.20 1.11 4.17 1.11 — — 

          **gender, **Sector 

 
NOTE: Age, gender, and sector refer only to the sample of practitioners. Prof. (Profession): Practitioners vs. professors See item statements in Table 3.  

p< 0.05; ** p< 0.01; SD= Standard Deviation
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also complained to a greater extent about the price of the tests 
(item 28.11; p = 0.008; d = 0.17).  

 
Practitioners vs. professors 

The results indicate that professors have a more favorable 
view of the training received during the degree (item 1; p < 
0.001; d = 0.43), although in neither case did the score 
reach 3, the midpoint of the scale. Interestingly, however, it 
was the professors, compared to the practitioners, who most 
questioned the availability of sufficient information 
(independent reviews, research, documentation, etc.) on the 
quality of the tests (item 4; p = 0.005; d = 0.25). Secondly, 
considering the items referring to regulation and control over 
tests and their use, professors were more in favor of the 
establishment of a system of accreditation of test users (item 3; 
p = 0.003; d = 0.28), and considered to a lesser extent that 
controls over the use of tests should be minimal (item 16; p < 
0.001; d = 0.32). However, the practitioners were slightly 
more in favor of the CGCOP playing a more active role in 
regulating and improving the use of tests (item 19; p = 0.039; 
d = 0.18). Thirdly, with regard to attitudes towards tests, 
professors showed even more favorable opinions than 
practitioners on two of the items; in particular, they indicated 
that tests are an excellent source of information combined with 
other data (item 22; p < 0.001; d = 0.32), and that, used 
correctly, they are of great help to the psychologist (item 23; 
p = 0.001; d = 0.26). Fourthly, with respect to the items 
referring to new technologies, the professors were more 
favorable to the use of the Internet in the application of tests. 
They considered that if used appropriately it can improve the 
quality of the application (item 15; p = 0.032; d = 0.22), and 
they questioned to a lesser extent the issue of privacy being 
exposed when using the Internet (item 17; p = 0.013; d = 
0.23). In the academic setting, it seems that computerized 
tests are replacing paper-and-pencil tests at a slower pace 
than in the professional setting (item 5; p = 0.041; d = 0.22). 
Finally, as far as problems are concerned, it is curious that all 
the problems regarding test use (items 28.1 to 28.10 in Table 
1) were reported more frequently by professors than by 
practitioners (Table 2) (p = 0.004 for item 28.1, and p < 
0.001, for items 28.2 to 28-10, with effect sizes ranging from 
d = 0.30, for 28-1 to d = 0.88 for 28.9). 

 
KNOWLEDGE AND ASSESSMENT OF THE TEST REVIEWS 
PROMOTED BY THE CGCOP 

As regards knowledge of the test reviews carried out by the 
CGCOP, as the age of the groups increases, the higher the 
percentage of practitioners who said they know the reviews (p 
< 0.001; 2 partial =h 0.028), with proportions varying between 
0.05 for the group between 22 and 29 years of age, and 
0.31 for the group aged 60 years or more (Table 3). Among 
those who know them, there were no statistically significant 
differences in the ratings according to age. In terms of gender, 
the proportion of men who were aware of these reviews 

(0.34) differs from the proportion of women (0.18) (p < 
0.001; d = 0.39), although among those who were aware of 
the reviews, there were no statistically significant differences 
in their evaluations. With regard to the sector (public vs. 
private), there were no statistically significant differences in 
the percentage of practitioners who were aware of the 
reviews in each case. However, it is the practitioners in the 
public sector who considered these reviews to be most 
important for improving test quality (p = 0.004; d = 0.32). 
Finally, the differences between the proportions of professors 
and practitioners who were aware of the reviews were very 
marked: 0.71 for professors and 0.23 for practitioners (p < 
0.001; d = 1.13).  
 

SOME CONCLUSIONS AND REFLECTIONS 
The results obtained reveal some differences in the opinions 

of psychology practitioners on the use of the tests according to 
age, gender, and work sector. Before analyzing these 
differences, it should be noted that a) the opinions about tests 
were positive (Muñiz et al., 2020) and, when statistically 
significant differences were observed, they were of small 
magnitude, since the effect sizes were small according to 
traditional criteria (Cohen, 1992); and b) the trends we point 
out are general, since within the same category of analysis 
there is a certain degree of variability in the opinions and 
practices of test use.  

The results of the analysis according to age indicate, firstly, 
that practitioners, over the years, are continuing to gain 
knowledge about the tests. The training and information 
strategies promoted by the CGCOP should contribute, at least 
in part, to this continuous development throughout the 
professional career. We believe that some of the topics that 
require special attention because of their impact on testing 
and its use are the psychometric models of item response 
theory (IRT), computerized adaptive testing (CAT), continuous 
norming, clinical diagnostic models, network models, and 
outpatient assessment.  

In addition, it is noted that younger practitioners place more 
importance on evidence-based practice to enhance the use of 
tests. If this trend continues, practitioners will be even more 
careful in the selection of tests, based on empirical evidence 
of their quality and usefulness. This will hopefully minimize 
problems such as the Barnum effect, the alchemist’s fantasy, or 
tradition and institutional inertia to use certain tests (Lilienfeld 
et al., 2006). Efforts should continue to be made to promote 
practice based on scientific evidence, and specific actions 
should be directed to the most senior practitioners. The aspects 
to consider when selecting a test are well known regardless of 
the assessment objective (Canivez, 2019; Carretero-Dios & 
Pérez, 2007; Davis & Baillie, 2019), from the conceptual 
delimitation of the construct to be assessed to the quality and 
appropriateness of the interpretation rules. All these issues are 
considered in the test evaluation model (Hernández et al., 
2016) and are presented in the reviews published on the 
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CGCOP website. Therefore, it is necessary to continue 
disseminating these reviews, since only 22.5% of the 
Psychology Association members say they are aware of them. 
Encouraging the selection and use of tests based on scientific 
evidence will also contribute to the continuous improvement of 
the image and confidence in the profession, which is not a 
trivial matter. 

With the new generations, the replacement with 
computerized tests and most likely those administered online 
is predicted, as younger people have a more positive opinion 
towards new technologies. Thus, automation in scoring and 
generating reports, innovation in new item/test formats, with 
multimedia and game-based content (gamification), online 
assessment, and ambulatory assessment will become more 
and more frequent (Muñiz & Fonseca-Pedrero, 2019; Parshall 
et al., 2010; Sanz et al., 2020; Seelow, 2019; Wan & 
Henly, 2012). All these trends are part of what is known as 
Psychology 2.0 (Armayones et al., 2015), which is impacting 
all aspects of psychological assessment, and is being 
facilitated by the use of cell phones and other portable devices 
(Armayones et al., 2015; Chernyshenko & Stark, 2016; 
Muñiz & Fonseca-Pedrero, 2019). Even social networks have 
been used on occasion to perform evaluations based on 
«likes» (Kosinski et al., 2013). New psychometric models, 
such as network models (Borsboom & Cramer, 2013; 
Fonseca-Pedrero, 2018) or dynamic systems models (Nelson 
et al., 2017), are needed to analyze this type of data.  

We believe that these technological advances open up 
tremendous opportunities in the world of assessment, but they 
also have their risks. For example, in a market dominated by 

face-to-face testing, the COVID-19 pandemic has accelerated 
the process of tele-assessment, it has led to the emergence of 
remote test administration, and it has highlighted the need for 
tests that can be administered with guarantees in this context. 
In this regard, Elosua (2021) presents the main risks of the 
remote administration of tests (especially those that have not 
been created specifically for online administration) and offers 
a series of recommendations to follow. Muñiz et al. (2020) 
also warn of the need to be cautious and avoid some very 
sophisticated computerized proposals for online assessment of 
psychological and educational constructs that, despite being 
very attractive and driven by strong marketing campaigns, 
have no empirical evidence to support them. The new 
generations, more favorable to incorporating new 
technologies, should be especially attentive to these possible 
deceptions. 

Differences of opinion according to gender and sector 
(public or private) are not substantial. The private sector is 
generally more reluctant to introduce control and regulation 
mechanisms in the use of tests (although it is in favor of doing 
so), while the public sector is slower to incorporate new 
technologies. With respect to gender, what is most striking is 
that women are the ones who consider the price of the tests to 
be too high. This suggests the possible existence of a gender-
based wage gap. Although it would be necessary to control 
for many variables before affirming that there is a wage gap, 
some studies suggest this. Crothers et al. (2010) reported that 
American female psychologists are paid less than their male 
colleagues, controlling for years of experience and training, 
despite being a profession in which women predominate. 

TABLE 3 
KNOWLEDGE AND ASSESSMENT OF THE TEST REVIEWS CARRIED OUT BY THE COP 

 
 

AGE GENDER SECTOR PRACTITIONERS vs. PROFESSORS 

 

22-29 years 30-39 years 40-49 years 50-59 years � 60 years Men Women Public Private Practitioners Professors  

(N=79) A (N=300) B (N=342) C (N=362) D (N=163) E (N=328) (N=920) (N=332) (N=872)  (N=1,248) (N=95) 
 

No. of items and groups with differences Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
 

29. Knows the annual test review carried 0.05 0.22 0.16 0.36 0.23 0.42 0.28 0.45 0.31 0.47 0.34 0.48 0.18 0.39 0.26 0.44 0.22 0.41 0.23 0.42 0.71 0.46 

out by the COP Test Commission  

(**Gender, **Age (A-C) (A-D) (A-E)  

(B-D) (B-E), **Prof.) 

If they know the review:                

29-1. I think it is important for improving 4.50 1.00 4.32 0.66 4.41 0.80 4.61 0.60 4.37 0.82 4.48 0.66 4.45 0.76 4.62 0.51 4.39 0.79 4.46 0.72 — — 

the quality of tests (**Sector). 

29-2. I consult the test reviews on the 3.75 1.89 3.72 1.28 3.73 1.19 3.89 1.14 3.84 0.90 3.94 1.05 3.72 1.20 3.94 1.03 3.75 1.18 3.81 1.15 — — 

COP website. 

29-3. It helps me in the choice of tests 3.75 1.26 3.53 1.20 3.60 1.17 3.72 1.05 3.71 1.03 3.71 1.12 3.62 1.09 3.72) 1.03 3.62 1.13 3.65 1.10 — — 

I use. 

29-4. It is unnecessary; psychologists 1.50 1.50 1.79 1.16 1.63 0.98 1.58 1.03 1.53 0.95 1.60 1.15 1.63) 0.92 1.56 1.03 1.65 1.02 1.62 1.01 — — 

already have enough information to  

know which test to use. 

 
p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 for the variables indicated. Prof.: Practitioners vs. Professors Professors were not asked the valuative questions about test evaluation. Question 29 is answered by the dichotomous response «Yes» (1)/ «No» (0),  
so the mean represents the proportion of people who are aware of the assessment. The remaining questions (29-1 to 29-4), are answered on a graduated scale of 5 alternatives (1-5).  Age, gender, and sector refer only to the 
sample of practitioners. SD= Standard Deviation 



Future studies should investigate this important aspect. 
It should be noted that in this study we have considered the 

relationship between three important sociodemographic and 
occupational variables—age, gender, and sector (public or 
private)—and opinions on tests and their use. For future 
studies, it would be interesting to collect and analyze the role 
of other variables such as the autonomous community, the 
university graduated from, or the educational level (bachelor’s 
degree, master’s degree, or doctorate), among others. 

Finally, it should be noted that the most marked differences, 
with larger effect sizes, are between practitioners and 
professors, especially when assessing the frequency with 
which different problems related to test use occur, with higher 
scores in general for professors. Although the samples differ 
substantially in size, the results suggest various options, which 
future studies should explore. It may be that there are more 
problems in the academic setting, where the consequences of 
inappropriate test use do not have such important direct 
consequences on the test takers, since in the academic world 
tests are mainly used for research purposes (although there 
are obviously minimum quality criteria that must be 
maintained). Another possibility is that, because they are 
experts in assessment and psychometrics, they are more 
demanding in the quality standards that should be met and 
therefore value the problems as more important. Or finally, it 
may indicate that there is a gap between the academic world 
and the professional world, as has been highlighted on some 
occasions by test publishers (Hidalgo & Hernández, 2019). 

Before concluding, it is necessary to point out that the present 
study has a number of limitations. Firstly, although Muñiz et al. 
(2020) found that the sample represented the population of 
COP members reasonably well in some of the main variables, 
such as age, the data collection procedure employed does not 
guarantee that the sample is representative of the total number 
of psychologists in our country. This criticism extends to the 
sample of professors used. A second limitation, related to the 
previous one, is the small number of participants. The total of 
1,248 participants in the sample of practitioners constituted 
only 1.6% of the practitioners registered with the 
Psychological Association at the time of the survey, although 
among professors, participation was somewhat higher (30%). 
Finally, the sample size is related to the last limitation. Some 
of the results presented could be due not only to the variables 
analyzed but also to the interaction with other variables (for 
example, the differences observed according to age may 
depend on the type of sector). Although it would have been 
interesting to analyze the interactions, this analysis was 
discarded, since some of the categories resulting from 
crossing the different variables were not sufficiently 
represented in our sample (with extreme cases in which there 
were no observations at all). For future opinion surveys on 
tests, it would be advisable to reinforce participation through 
different strategies in order to obtain larger samples to ensure 
that all the categories of interest are sufficiently represented.  

In short, despite the limitations mentioned above, the results 
of the study allow important conclusions to be drawn. 
Although the measures promoted by the different associations 
and institutions to improve tests and their use seem to be 
having an impact on practitioners, there is still a long way to 
go, especially considering the changes that new technologies 
are bringing about in the way tests are created, administered, 
scored, and even interpreted. For this reason, the CGCOP test 
commission must continue to work on improving the skills and 
knowledge of test users, with training and informative actions, 
but also on continuing to improve the quality of the tests so that 
practitioners have quality tools at their disposal, without 
forgetting the importance of the evaluation process. At the 
same time, the dissemination of the different actions carried 
out and the tools available to psychologists should also 
continue to be promoted. In this sense, universities, through 
their professors, are fundamental agents for reaching the 
younger generations. 
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