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The article is devoted to development of young pupils’ creativity thinking. The author analyses the
modern psychological and pedagogical literature and gives her own theoretical point of view on essence of
creativity thinking. The author adduces a hypothesis that young pupils’ creativity thinking can be purposefully
developed in the pedagogical system of out-of-school club activity. The psychological model of creativity
thinking development in the system of out-of-school activities is considered in the article.
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The article describes the role of computer-assisted achievement tests in the modern system of students’
assessment. Criterion-referenced tests, test specification, test content, reliability, validity and pre-test
are defined. The stages of a computer-assisted test are examined. Special attention is paid to the rules of
items construction, experts’ evaluation of items form and content. Advantages of computer-assisted
tests over conventional tests are given. The most important among them are considerable time economy
during test designing and testing, information security rise, economic expediency, quick backwash, high
tests variability.




