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STANDARDIZED TESTS, GROUP DIFFERENCES. AND puBLIC POLICY

If policy issues in aducation were judged by the intensity of
feelings they arouse, the uses of standardized tests and the measure-
nent of group differences would vank quite high. Few issues can match
the controversy surrounding the measuvement of racial-ethnic group
di fFevences on standardized tests for emotional intensity and speci ous
arguments,

The controversy continues to dominate an incredible amount of
professional thinking, and public debate concerning various facets of
the controversy continue to receive coverage in the popular press. The
"1Q Myth' has been the subject of a nationvide television documentary
and may have been handled n precisely the manner that would ensure its
continued controversy. Federal courts and administrative agencies
continue to deal wiih the problems of standardized tests and group
differences in pevsonnel selection, promotion, and transfer; state
boards of educatian, university systems, and other educational agencies
continue to debate the educational value of standardized tests and
theiy fairness to racial and ~thnic groups; and varying forms of ana-
thema continue to be pronounced on the ideological heresies of Jensen,
Herrnstein, and Shockley.

The purpose of this paper is to consider the controversies of
standardized tests and group di fferences as they relate to the forma-
tion of public policy. Although the two issues have separate and
distinct features, their abrasive interaction constitutes one of the

major problems of education in a pluralistic society. The persistence
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of certain group differences on standardized tests is perceived by

many critics as spurious, and it is the continuance of those differ-
ences that spur their criticism of tests. Wi thout racial-ethnic
differances, the testing controversy would be less intense and might
be resolvable. Without the 1imitations and disadvantages of stand-
ardized tests, the problems of racial differences ml ght be considered
more easily in terms of their educational imp]icétﬁansg Standardized
tests have been developed within a context of dndi vi dual differences;
racial and ethnic differences are debated in a context of group interest
that now suggests the replacement of a psychology of individual differ-
ences by a sociology of groups (Glazer, 1975).

A major premise of the paper is that the overlapping. or confounding
issues of standardized tests and group differemces have long since becone
matters of public policy. Neither separately vor jointly can the issues
be resolved within the confines of proFeésiamai, technicai,ier adminis-
trative judgement. Unless suitable policy alternatives can be jdentified
and deliberately chosen, the controversies that currently prevail in test
usage and group measurement will not be reso lved.

For purposes of this paper, policy may be defined as an emerging
consensus of opinion that permits or encourages specific 1ines of public
action. Policy represents a pragmatic concern for consequences, outcomes,
or results as well as a directive stimulus for public action and can be
interpreted glibly as a public answer 10 the question, "What do we do
about it?" To paraphrase the logical empiricists, unless there is a
criterion by which to judge the answer, the question may be meaningless.
Unless policy alternatives can be defined for the controversies of
standardi zed tests and racial-ethnic group differences, we will continue

to debate the issues in a scientific, professional, and ethical . vacuum.
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The Nature of the Controversy

The problems and issues concerning standardized tesis and group
differences may be considered in several ways. The issues generaking
the most heat ave those concerning the influence of hereditary or
genetic factors in test performance and their consequent determination
of measured group differences. This controversy has been much vevi ved
by the publications of Arthur Jensen (1969 ), Richard Herrrstein (1973),
and William Shockley (1972). It has been perpetuated by critics who
pérceive the public school as serving a power structure conmitted only
to its own perpetuation. While these critics may vavy in their accep-
tance or rejection of genetic factors, they are disposed to see in
standardized tests a perpetuation of class or cyltural bias that contra-
dicts certain basic premises of a democratic society. Et is their
contention that standardized tests reflect the values, knowledge, and
attitudes of a middle class -and are not adequately attumed to the

motives, viewpaints, and prior education of culturally different groups.

Some critics speak from a pronounced ideologi cal base that wouild preclude

the uses and applicatiens of standardized tests in education, industry,

and government.

Heredity Versus Environment

The nature/nurture issue in psychology and education has consuned
wolumes of print., While most parti;ipamts in the argument would avoid.
an either-or position, maintain a semblance of detachment and cbject-
ivity, and refrain from idealogical attacks or ad hominem argumentss
the tragedy may be that almost all have been unable to do so. The
issue apparently arouses feelings of great intensity and discussants

are evidently trapped into taking and trying to hold positions that are

5



intellectually indefensible.

In an earlier debate, Walter Lippmann (1976) could not refrain
from referring to items on the Stanford-Binet as "stunts" and built his
argument as much on ridicule as his pertinent and quite justified
suspicions that the testing movement had taken some undesirablie turns.
This provoked from Lewis Terman (1976) an emotionalized defense that
missed many criticisms he himself would have offered at another time
and place. As a humanist, perhaps, Lippmann Was incensed that anyone
could be so presunptuous as to attempt the measurement of "intelli-
gence'. Terman inplied that since ¥r. Lippmann knew so much, he had
an oblfgation to abandon his role as critic and enter "this enchanting
field of research®.

The dangers of entrapment are seen in the Jensen affair. Accurate
estimates of the readership of Jensen's ariginal article in the Harvard

Educational Review are not availables but it is quite safe to infer the

article has had more critics than readers. Those who have read the
article may fault Jensen more for his polemical style than for anything
he said about racial-ethnic group differences. The fact that he stated
his conclusion first makes his argument sound as if it were deduced fro
First premises. As Cronbach (1975) has pointed out, Jensen intended tn
speak for open-mindedness and continued research but was trapped into
defending positions he had not taken previously.

Much the same reaction can be seen in the Herrnstein incident.

The original article in the Atlantic Monthly was accepted only after

Heyrnstein had agreed to certain changes suggested by the editor. The
point may be that in both Jensen's and Herrnstein's articles, there was

an editorial desire for a controversial presentation of what should
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have been a researchable hypothesis rather than a debatable topic.

Noam Chomsky (1976), in one veaction, suggests that Herrnstein's 1Q may
be fallacious; Herrnstein (1976), in rebuttal, wonders "Whatever
happened to Vaudeviile?" Given the final word by an editor, Choms ky
repeats his original criticism that while Herrnstein's pnsition is both
trivial and fallacious, it will surely be used by racists to justify
discrimination.

The tendency to accuse the opposition of an ideological bias is
particularly strong in the controversy. Leon Kamin (1974) infuses
considerabie moral indignation in his attack on the ideological biases
of fhé pioneering generation of test constructors and users. His
criticism of Sir Cyril Burt's work is unusually devastating and his
sensitivities to another generation's nethodological weaknesses are
quite acute. But Kamin may be more quickly trapped into an either-
or position than he recognizes, and his own idealogical preferences
are more dominant than his own "paasonably prudent man" would expect.

The influence of ideology is seen even WOre easily in the argu-
ments that while intelligence may have an hereditary basis, it is not
a major determinant of success in the economic, social, and pol itical
spheres of Tife. Christopher Jencks and his associates (1972) have
estimated that 45 percent of the total variance of IQ scores may be
attributed to heredity, 35 percent to environment, and the remaining
20 percent to an interaction of the two. More important, it is their
contention that differences in intelligence are not due to factors
controlled by the schools and do not account for much of the variances
in occupational status and income.

Under the auspicies of the Social Science Research Council, Loehlin,

Lindzey, and Spuhler (1975) have sought to define an intellectually
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honest position on racial differences in intelligence. They contend
that no issue in the social sciences has proven to be more intrusiwve
than the question of assessing the relative importance of the biolog-
jcal and environmental determinents of behavior. They proceed on the
premises that: (a) genetic does not mean unchangeable, (b) equal does
not mean identical, (c) the unity of general intelligence has not been
fully established, (d) there are different meanings of race, (e) there
are disagreements about heritabi1ity,.and (F) scientific knowledge
itself has a probabilistic nature.

Their review of the research literature confirms that many studies
are poorly designed, executed, and reported and that the political and
social preferences of the investigators often bias their interpretation
of data. They conclude that:

1. Racial-ethnic differences and socioeconomic differences
are sufficiently distinct to demand separate treatment.

2. 1Q scores correlate with socioeconomic indices within
minority groups as well as in the majority group.

3. Social change can affect average levels of test perfor-
mance in various sub-populations, but the average group
differences do not seem to be particularly responsive

to such envirenmentally induced changes.

4. Stimulating envirvonments can have a substantial effect
on the measured 1Q's of young children but it is not
clear which environmental changes are effective or
how permanent the resulting IQ changes are.

5. There is some evidence of differences in patierns or

profiles of ability but it is nct known to what extent
these differences are due to cultural or genetic factors,

6. The majority of variation in either patterns Qr levels
of ability lie within racial-ethnic groups and not
‘between thems neither race nor social class should be
used as a predictor of individual 's performance on
tests of intellectual ability.
Loehlin, Lindzey, and Spuhler emphasize that differences in intel-

ligence reflect: (a) inadeguacies and biases in the tests themselves,
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(b) differences in environmental conditions, and (¢) genetic differences
anong the groups. These factors are not necessarily independent and

may 1nteract. Current evidence permits a wide range of positions to

pe taken concerning the velative weight of the three factors and,
regardiess of relative importance, there is no doubt that within group
differences exceed in magnitude the average differences between such
groups. They are avare that these conclusions are limited but do not
believe that scientific evidence at the present time justifies stronger
ones.

In considering the sacial and public policy implication of genetic
differences, these authors contend quite strongly that no public policy
implication follows from scienttffc conclusions alone. Public policy
is a function of both empirical data and social values. They believe
that the following social values should command assent: (a) group
merbership should not be the occasion for feelings of shame or inferi-
ority, (b) members of all gécups should have full opportunity for
economic reward, social acceptance, and political participation, and
(c) members of all groups should have equal access to social benefits

and services.

How Important Is 1Q?

The argument that intelligence contributes very little to individ-
ual ecoromic success is presented at great length by Bowles and Gintis
(1976). They attack what they believe to be a technocratic-meritocratic
jdenlogy and contend that the public schools legitimate economic inequal-
ity. The nation's school systems presumably foster the belief that
economi ¢ success 15 dependent upon technical and cognitive skills which

are provided in an efficient and equitable manner based on merit. While
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there 1s a relationship hetween education and economic success, this
relationship cannot be accounted for in terms of cognitive achieve-
ments. They believe an educational meritocracy to be largely symbolic.
Loehlin, Lindzey, and Spuhler conclude that while intelligence
is of genuine importance in most areas of success, it is far from being
all-important in determining what 1ife will be like for most people.
They suggest a number;aﬁ interesting studies on racial-ethnic differ-
ences in intelligence but raise the question of urgency. It is their
conclusion that for studies of educational methods and policies,
research into individual differences is more critical than research
into group differences. The urgency of research into pgssibie eugenic
or dysgenic trends is a matter of opinion. Their position may be
contrasted with that of Block and Dworkin (1976) who conclude after
a lengthy survey that while research into racial differences should
not be prohibited, individual scientists, because of the political
climate at this time, should woluntarily refrain from the investiga-
tion of racial differences im intelligence. Loehlin, Lindzey, and
Spuhler conclude their discussion with the contention that a humane
and enlightened public policy should not be bound by either heredi-
tarian or environmentalistic dogmas. Public policy should be respon-
sive to the fact that individual variation greatly exceeds group
differences and that while intelligence is an empirically significant
variable, it is not everything. Intelligence may be socially defined
in terms that are not fdentical with performance on IQ tests. Intel-
lectual achievements are not merely a matter of ability but reflect
motivational, temperamental and opportunity factors as well. The rela-
tionship between intelligence and social Eewards is at best only mode-

rate. Finally, they close with the statement that moral and political
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questions never have had scientific answers,

The Standard in Testing

The pervasive dissatisfaction with standardized testing stems from
misgivings concerning the norms ov standards against which individuals
are campaved (Messick, 1975). The basic premise of psychological and
educational measurement either goes unnoticed or becomes highly quest-
jonable when brought into public debate. Yet, it is the absence of an
absolute standard that prompted the development of standardized tests
and their success in providing a comparative base for decisions and
judgements concerning human behavior. It is well to recall that
wstandard scores" provide a means of comparing individuals with a
specifi¢ norm group and were not designed for the comparisons of groups
as such, It is the individual's test performance that is adjusted for
the group's central tendency and variation.

The use of standardized tests for group comparisons is the core
of the controversy. There is the criticism of inherent bias favoring
the groups upon which the tests were originally developed and "normed";
there is the contention that the norms do not reflect what teachers
teach and students learn; there is the apprehension that standardized
tests will be used for judging teaching efFeztiveness;} thefé‘is dismay
at the axtent to which testing is a part of the educat%ona1 scene; and
there is a general distrust of the value of standardized tests in
making educational decisions and judgements.

The controversy surrounding standardized tests is further exacer-
bated hy test score decline over the past fifteen years (Munday, 1976;
Harnischfeger & Wiley, 19763 Flanagan, 1976); their use as criteria in

sociological and econometric analysis of schooling (Coleman, et al,
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1966; Averch, et al, 19725 Levine, 1976); the difficulties of debating
their technical features in courts of Taw (Lennon, 1966); and their
suspected abuse in classifying and sectioning students for learning and

teaching purposes (Findley & Bryan, 1971; Mercer, 1974).

Policy Alternatives

If policy is accepted as the criterion. by which to judge group
di fferences on .tandardized tests, severairaTternatives may be seen in
the recommendations and suggestions of varfcus critics debating the
testing problems and issues of the past several years. Some testing
specialists would regard the cures and remedies of testing differences
as homeopathic and insist on further study and research of the problem,
holding social consequences and costs in abeyance until the issues can
be resolved in a purely scientific manner. Other critics would insist
on more instant solutions that would alter or modify radically the
nature of tests, schools, and society in general. Although nat_exhausﬁi
tive, six alternatives may be discussed as policy solutions that would
presumably resolve the issues énd controversies invoived. These alter-
nat%ves include: (a) a moratorium on testing, (b) the adjustment of
group differences, (c) new rationales for testing, (d) the teaching of

intelligence, (e) alternative schooling, and (f) adaptive treatment.

A Moratorium on Testing

some critics of testing would resolve the problems and issues of
group differences by an immediate abandonment of testing. Either
through professional restraint, legislative action, or court rulings:
they woﬁTd'insist that tests not be used for purposes of selection,
placement, and evaluation until tests meet standards of validity and

reliability that are believed to be essential. The contention is that
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standardized tests are culturaldy unfair and imprdperiy classify
members of minmority groups. More jnmportant is tﬁe *insistem:e thit
standardiied tests ave inherent1y Biased in the assumptions o whi <h
the;f are based. Distincti oﬁs between intel 1igence or aptitude tess
and achievement tests are Spl.n;"i aus . Both kinds of tests Sserve to main-
tain the differential status of racial-ethnic groups in a society that
js committed to the contirued dﬂrﬁi nance of a single cultural trudi tion
(Mercer, 1974 ; Williams, 19705 Houts, 1976) .

Efforts to counter the <all For @ moratoriun have usually taken
the tact that a distinction must be mde between a charge of inudexquacy
on the part of all tests and the abuses of testing practices. A: more
telling argument {s presemted in terms of £he replacement poss-ibiHities -
The alternative to testing is seen as foms of subjective appraisal that
have been tried in the past and fully established as vanting, The
advantages of testing i & means of systematic nquiry, obj ectve data,
and useful information would be the baby discharged with the b ath
(Messick and Mdersan, 1970).

" There:is further reason, howevet, 10 believe that a compl ete aban-
donment of testing is nota viable palicy altermative. It s well &0
recall that the intense criticism of testing in the early Sixties
resulted not in & reducton of the anount of testing in industry and
education, but cime at a time vhen other po’Hcy issues and decisins
were dictating an expanded we ard aptication of standard1zed tessts,
(Holmen and Docter, 19723 Brim, ilass o Neul inger, and Firestore » 1969 )

Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, and Wesman (1975) have pointed out
that the fair use of stamdardi ed tests does not depend on @ =slution
to the heredity—environment problem. Tests have been deve loped under

ground rules that make no cisui] assunptions as to test perfovmnamce . M
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tests measute cur-rermt per Forman ce nd nct dnnate capacity’

These athors sugges that one altemati v my be idintified as
rarador selectim or selectiom by Tottery, Such a procedusre was used
in the adnissim of the First class to Federal City Collexe in Hash-
Aingtcm, 0.C. and implies that a lottery may be as “fair as other
selection methods,  Otter al teynatives are! (a) thwe usé of prior
experersce 2s determined in work his fordes or bi ogriphical -nventories s
(b) the use of demograhi citejories as used i quotas and schediles, |
and (¢) the many foms of subjective evilwitinm . such as interviewing,
that hawe been used in the past. For e ducatimal purpses, the best
al ternative to testing remiins the studient's previcus acadenic achieve-
ment as represen ted by grades. Bit (leiry, Himphreys , Kendirick, ind
Wesnan contend that the abamdoment of tests would mean the: abanéénﬂ
ment of ‘these fumctions supgorted by tests ani hat we weoild be Teft
without ob jective appraisals. They a”ls”o point eut that iy alternative
to testing would have to me«t the same criterviom of Fairess that tests

thensel ves are criticized for not having.

The Adjustnent of Grouw Dlifferences

Many professianals incl testing speci dlists apparently beliete that
the socialov celtural blas in s tindardized tesits canbe cantrol led
tirough s atistical or metkodalogical  adj ustnernts - These advicates
woul d tike the limitations of tests as theay nowd exis t amd adjist,
through regress lon anilysis, the gr-oup di ffererces that provide 1 souwce
of disagreement. Such corwections vowld be mace -in keeping with con-
cepts of faimess or corpemsa tor~y Jj istice for previous discriniration
agadinst ethnic or nirordty « groups (F¥ncher, 1973 ).

A basic premise of such effores 55 the notion that group differ-
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ences on standardized tests are 1 echni cal problem to be resol ved fr-m
within the profession i tself- Group merﬁber;shi pwioudd be treated as =
moderator vari ab1e that should acteally shatpen the predi <timn nack of
future perfomance by two or nore grolps (Birtlett & 0 'leary, 1969).
AMEhough nok treated as a noderator vari ble as such, sex has 1ong been
ised in Eesting as & basis for separate 10YTS » P vediction eqiuatioms,
ind selective treitment. An effort s often mide to control sex blas
in the constructioo of test items by not iwcludimg {tens which favor
e or the other. Sex di fferences are openly acknovledgesd Hin stand-
ardization procedires and then comtrolled by the development of two
sets of morms,presented in mwst cases with norms for the canbined
groups. Biases n the selection process {1tse1f are further comtrolled
by the use of sepirate eqlatiorss that waul d openly comsickr the seé of
thee dndi vidual appl dcant.

Thes correction of s?cial or cul tural bias through d-ifferentd al
validation has not been highly successfFul in eitvher em] oyment or edlica-
tdon. The technique i apparertly 11ni ted because of the small nuner
of swjects available in indiskrial val idation studies and heciuse of
the frecuent difficilties ini dentifyimg appEicants by rxe: ér‘ ethniic
group. Such studies were oftem needed at 1 time whers other= rules ard
regulitions prohibited the idemti ficttiom of applicants by race of
ethnic grouping-

Al tho ugh d-ifferemti al val 1dity is expli«citly regirdied as .a pol ey
altemative in federal agerucy ui deTines prepared inder Title VI1 o
the (v il Rights Act, its relevarace for ptbl ic poEicy has rot been
consistently perceive d by couurts interpreting 1egBslatiwe Antent, and
thewe i s an -ncreasing sispicion that its use in predictive s tudies

may corsstitute a Formof rewerse di scrini natiom which cairts re
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beg inrsing to find .n@npermiss'ib‘!e under the Fourteenth Amendment.

Other efforts to define test bias, Qr its cauntérpavt, test
fa¥ meass » &1s0 have been unsuccessful, Rlthough a variety of ingen-
lous reetflods have been suggested, the inhevept weakness fof such methods
hawe évemigal 1y been brought forth by specialists seeking a better way
of de#fining, and thereby controlling, test bias. Examples may be seen
n Neary's (1968) attempt to define bias in terms of the accuracy of
predi «ti on that is possibles Thorndike's (1971) effort to ensure compar-
able sgroup outcomes, Einhorn and Bass' (1971) attempts to establish
equal probability of succéss, and Cole's (1973) appeal for 4 method
that ~would equalize the probabi 11 ty of selection.

Daﬁimg{;an (1971) represents a broader view that would take policy
pr‘efesreﬂces into explicit consideration and openly acknowledge that if
test bias 1s to be eliminated, test validation must not only be enpir=
jeil  bug test usage must be rational. Peterson and Novick (1974) would
go further and insist upon an equity of expected utilities that are
derived within the framework of a general decision-theoretic formulation.
In doing so, public policy would dictate what is to be accomplished by
the cecisfons made,

0t her observers have questioned the success of both diffevential
validity and methodology definitions of test bias (Fincher, 1975a;

S qm-dt and Hunter, 1974). There is the contention that both tradi-
t4on4l test theory and current testing rationales are contvavy to the
adju stments that are attempted. Lowvd (1967) is emphatic in the possi -
b1ili ty that group adjustments may not be permissible in an ex post
fFacto manTer, Cronbach (1976) suggests that the problem is indeed one

inwahich psychometrics and political philosophy meet.
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New Rationales for Testing

Other critics, working both within and without the field of testing,
have seen the abuses of standardized tests as stemming from the basic
premises of testing. They believe the abuses can be eliminated through
new departures in the pﬁiinsaﬁhy; purposes, and rationales of testing
and advocate a systemalic concern with different forms and procedures.
These critics would modify the uses and applications of testing by
shifting the predominant emphasis from seljection and predictive validity
to the facilitation of learning and teaghing, as well as new practices
and implications-

The most praminent of these critics is Ralph Tyler (1974). 1t is
}his contention that tests have been developed for particular purposes
with assumptions and techniques appropriate to the times. With the
change of times, tests must be used for new purposes and must, there-
fore, operate on different assumptions with techniques that are suitable.
Testing in the seventies must be relevant to. the extension of minority
group rights and should serve our needs to evaluate programs and instruc-
tjonal methods, as opposed to individual capacities and diffevences.
Tyler argues most persugsively that standardized tests weve developed
in an era when a psychology of individual differences was domirant and
served pr1mar11y to rank-order students. Test scores were used for
c1ass1fy1ng; placing, and sectioning students for traditional Wmdes of
instruction. The needs of the postsixties call for instruments that
measure educational outcomes, as opposed to initial aptitudes and abil-
ities, and enable us to monitor, evaluate, and improve what students
learn and what teachers teach.

Sypport for Tyler's position ﬁay ba seen in the emergence of

evaluation research as a professional interest and specialty (Phi Delta
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Kappa National Study Committee on Evaluation, 19715 Tyler, 1963;
Anderson, Ball, Murphy, et al, 1976; Suchman, 1967)s the strong push
for criterion-referenced tests, as oppused to the norm-referenced
features of traditional tests (6laser and Nitko, 1971; Knapp, 1974),
the pEFVaS1ve concern with statEW1de assessment at the public school
level (Ebel, 1974; Fincher, 1975b), and the emphasis placed on Nat1gn31
Asses sment of Educational Progress (Johnson, 1975; Melion§%1225)

The policy implications of these tvends and déVéﬁbémEnts are seen
most clearly perhaps in the wuses and applications of criterian-referenced
tests. The development and use of such instruments signify a disen-
chantment with obstinate group differences that are a continuing source
of embarrassment in a sac{ety committed to educatiomal values. An
explicit assumption of the movement is the belief that relative stan-
dards constitute a questionable compavison of individuals and groups
with the sole benefit being an ordering or ranking of students. Norma-
tive approaches indicate where they stand with reference -t0 some group
which is often vaguely identified or inappropriate. The appeal is for
absolute standards that are properly specified in educationai or
Jearning terms and which the individual can reach without regard to
meas ures of group performance.

Robe vt Ebel (1975) is among critics who believe criterion-
referenced tests to possess the appeal of novelty and dinnovation but
not freedom from technical problems or policy difficulties. Mot only
is the problem one of specifying and sampling domains of knowledge but
there is the difficulty of setting standards or Tevels of performance
which will be rational and acceptable. Ebel céntends the assumptions
of criterion-referenced testing are wmistaken. STnEE both criterion-

referenced and norm-referenced tests must be designed to differentiate
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levels of achievement, the need to make compariscns among individuals
cannot be avoided, :

It s significant, therefore, that rasults of the National Assess-
ment of Educational Pwagress'gng much the same picture 2as that revealed
xéver a longer period of time by standardized tests. Although criterion-
referenced in tewms of individual performance and veported as the per=
cent passing or succeeding on specific tasks. the results of Natiomal
Assessment display the same regional, race, and sex differences seen in
ncrmareferengéd measures. Also relevant is the finding by Harnischfeger
and Witey (1976) that test score decline is evident not only in schal-
astic aptitude tests but also in educational achievement tests. Although
this finding may support the argument that there are no di fferences
between intelligence 0¥ aptitude tests and achievement tests, it is
nonetheless indicative of a more general problem than tha one posed by
the advocates of criterion-referenced tests.

Yet, the policy implﬁéatigns of the new rafiona1es for testing
remain much the same. Current testing practices reflect a rationale
that has historical roots and traditions that may not be adequate Fox
present problems and issues in education (Anderson, 1872; Samuda, 1975) .
As Levine (1976) has pointed out, standardized achievement tests had
profound significance in an era when both psychology and education
aspired to scientific status and acGeptance. dJust as the testing move-
ments of that day reflected the aspirations of its participants, so
they ref1ected the social values and novms curvent at that time. There
is 1ittle doubt that standardized tests, with or without a “‘modevn
vationale", reflect the values and policy preferences of dominant
interest groups.
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The Teaching of Intelligence \

One alternative to the nagging persistence of group di fferences
has baen suggested as the provision of special educational programs
that would eradicate such differences by dengapiﬁg the skilis and
éompetggsias disaﬂvantaged groups obviously need in taking such tests.
The teachability of intellectual and cognitive abilities is a topic
nuch debated in itself. Coupled with the difficulties of unwanted
grotp differences, the topic reveals a great deal about the optimism
or pessimism of its opposing discussants. Those who are optimistic
about the issue contend that the 10 is clearly related to the percep-
tual habits, cognitive skills, pravious learning, and personal values
of the individual rather than to his or her vacial background or group
nembership. Assuming that these characteristics are acquired through
experiental iéarning; it presumably would follow that intelligence
jtself should be amenable to instyuction if that instruction were
properly arranged and provided.

Avthur Whinby (1975) may be cited as one advocate who takes an
optimistic view of instructional effarts to ameiiorate graup-differf
ances in measured intelligence. He adopts the view that intelligence,
whatever it is, is a skill that can, 1ike other skills, be taught and
learned. Intelligence consists of problem-solving skills that are
generalized from situation to situation. Intelligence tests consist
of abstract concepts,general ﬁrinéipa1s, and problem-solving tasks
that réquire abilities or skills presuned to be present, to some degree,
in all persons taking the tests. since intelligence involves the rudi-
ments of learning, it would be an unwarranted concession to conclude
that the schools cannot teach what students have obviously learned.

Al though Whimby's arguments warrant cans%dgvation, they are
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countered by é‘far more pessimistic view of programmatic efforts to
deal with educational disadvantages. The criticisms of Headstart,
Upward Bound, and other ambitious federal programs of the Sixties do
not lend great sgppo?t tgvaptimistic expectations that group di ffer-
ences are easily overcome. To the contrary, it is the perceived
failure of these programs that launched the Jensen affair, created the
notoriety of the Coleman report (1966), and spurired those who would
release the schools from any further promise of eliminating the social
problems of inequa1ity in cognitive abilities and edusatinna1 outcomes.
At the postsecondary level, the problems of teachability have been
aroused by the pessimistic findings surrounding compensatory, remedial,
or developmental studies. wh11e there are nuances of differences among
the three concepts, all three are an effort -to deal with educat1an31
disadvantages that have persisted through twelve years of public schooling.
The need for such programs is a function of the social movements of the
sixties but stems from a longer, more extended effort to make education
beyond the high school accessible to larger numbers. Where groups of
students have been referred to in the past as marginal or academicaTiy

handicapped, the federal programs of the sixties produced a pervasive

* concern for students who were cultural ly deprived, economically dispos~-

sessed, or educationally disadvantaged. Special programs weve organi zed
to accomodate large groups of students who had not previously entered
college and who were not previously expected to seek entrance to profes-
sional, scientific, or technical occupations.

Mulka and Sheerin (1974) have surveyed published studies dea1ing
with programs for the educationally disadvantaged at the postsecondary
level. Their findings suggest that most efforts to provide relatively

short tevm compensatory or remedial education have resulted in ambiguous

21



or discouraging outcomes. Efforts at the pos tsecondary level have
suffered greatly from a lack of clear-cut purposes or a general under-
standing of what the programs were to accomplish. Many colleges
succeeded only in discovering that the probiens of the disadvantaged
were pervasiva.’deepiy entrenched, and unvesponsive to hasty, super-
ficial efforts at amelioration. Too frequentiyiremedﬁa1 or compen-
satory courses were treated as a general ve-cycling of what the disad-
vantaged students had not Tearned in reading, math, and grammar as
those subjects were taught at the elementary and secondary levels. The
lack of treined diagﬂastiéiaﬁs and skilled instructors could not be
off-set by the use of technological devices and programmed instruction..
Iﬁ general, such courses were encapsulated as either ante-room opera~,
tions that neither facilitated the student’s mastery of traditional
subject matter courses nor eradicated the deficiencies in fundamental’
skills with which he came. _

Mulka and Sheerin believe the problens of compensatory education
to persist because there is an absence of nation-wide standards for
basic competencies in oral and written communication, reading, and
mathematics. A major recommendation of their study s an intensified
effort on the part of the U.S. Office of Education to establish compe-
tency levels for grades one through twelve. Given the difficulties

"of establishing such standards, it would follow that pos tsecondary
institutions are sorely handicapped in their efforts %o correct or
alleviate basic deficiencies in short-tevm programs.

The inevitable criticism of efforts to teach intallectual or cogni-
tive skills is that such "training" is readily seduced into “teaching
the test". There remains a widespréad fealing that attempts to teach

the problem-solving or critical thinking skills are, in some way, "unfair".
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This feeling, however, may rot be as pervasive as the suspicion that
such skills are not actually teachable within the framework of public

schooling bacause of other demands on school resources.

Alternative Schooling

Many critics and observers have wearied of the controversy
surrounding inequality and group differences, openly confess a disda1n
For 1ts continued discussion, and propose rad1cai1y new paths to
-adul thood and employment. Some of their prem1ses are neo- rnmantic in
their assumptions about childhood and youth, ascerbic in the1r re3e¢—
tion of public schooling as @ liberalizing force, and scornful of the
school's authoritarian stand against creativeness on the part of
students. The argument is that schools have failed and must be replaced
by other alternatives and options.

The attack on the schools has been articul ated by a host of highly
vocal critics. George Dennmison (1969), James Herndon (1968) , John Holt
(1970), Jonathan Kozol (1968), and Ivan I1lich (1971) have spelled out
in pungent terms the dissatisfactions with public schooling as a means
of achieving social objectives. The economic benefits of schooling
have been severely questigned by Jencks (1972), Bowles and Gintis (1976),
and by numerous others who have cast suspicion upon the credent1a11ng
and certifying role in which colleges and universities have permitted
themselves to slide (Juster, 1975; Solmon and Taubman, 1973). The
panel on Youth (1974) has advocated new appfcaches!to the responsi=
bilities of aduTthagd and emphasizes,in particular, a systematic altera-
tion of school and work that would change appreciably the traditional
roles of the schnal as preparatory experience for work. Other alter-

native routes suggested by this panel inc1ude organizations of youth
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and adults that would eliminate the age segregation that youth are
subjected to by our prasent systems of education.
Supportive positions fior the Panel on Youth may be seen in reports

by the National Commission on the Reform of Secondary Education (1973),
and by the Special Task Force to the Secretary of HEW (1973), as well
as the more recent repari from the National Manpower Institute, written
by Willard Wirtz (1975). Both reports are emphatic in their discussion
.of new routes, paths, bridges, etc. that would permit youth-to gain a
better appreciation of work in an 1ndqstri31 society. The intent afx
these reports is to make both enploynent and education more satis-
fying and meaningful, but most assuredly, to bridge the gap between the
two. Both would cope with the policy issues of gducatiﬂn by specific
lines of public action at the federal, state, and local levels.

- At the postsecondary level an intense interest has been shown in

alternative learning or nontraditional study. The concept of nontradi-

Education (1973), the Commission on Nontraditional Study (1973), the .
Panel on Alternate Approaches to Graduate Education (1973), and other
gfoups dealing with the changing demands being made upon institutions
of higher education (Comnittee on Higher Adult Education, 19723 Study
on Continuing Education and the Future, 1972). Each of these groups
expresses a concern with alternative systems of Tearning and ather kinds
of informal learning that does not fit into the customary mold of formal
instruction. Each group is reacting to the excessive riﬁidity that is
seen in traditional systems of higher educaticn, the definite possibility
of a declining enrollment in the college-age ﬁaﬁuiatien,'and other
”éhangéé in societal values. L

while national panels and task forces concerned with_alternative
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péths'haVQHSDught a constructive, somewhat incremental approach to

‘public policy, the conclusions and recommendations of Bowles and Gintis’

(1976) are indicative of the radical approach other critics of educa-
tion would takei Bowles and Gintis conclude that neither intelligence
nor educational achievement are important determinants of success in
the economic sphere. They are extremely dubious that formal -education
can reduce the inequities they perceive in family income, occupational
status, and other material indices of success. Their aiternative to
the failures of the school is a radical redesign of society. School
reform 1§ essential ly meaningless in a society committed to corporate
power and a capita1istic economy. It is their contention that our
schools have never been “"above politics" but openly serve to perpet-
uate the manpower needs of corporate industry. ‘

The sifting and sorting of the various proposals for school reform
will occupy the time of educational thinkers for several years to come.
While there is doubt that the majority of such recommendations have
strongly dented the ccnsc1nusness of the general public, they do repre-
sent wigarous debate within the arena of public policy. General dissat-
jsfactions with the public schools find a specific focus in the more
tenable fssues of racial-ethnic group differences, test score declines,
grade inflation, and increasing costs. Pubiic alarm is easily aroused
with the publicity given the job market for college graduates who once
would have found jobs waiting in manageria1 and technical occupations.
The inflationary costs of education, the mi1itancy Qf teachers, and the
obvious organizational complexities of public institutions at both ‘the
secondary levels are rallying pcints for those who fear a waning commit-
ment to education and the values it is presumed to preserve.

As a policy alternative to group differences on standardized tests,
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the advocacy of é1ternative schooling is a capitulation to the diffi-
culties of resolving the {ssues within the present framework of public-
education. The policy consequences of some actions, if imp]emented.
would signify that only ether systems and 1nst1tuticns can success-

fully resolve these issues.

Adaptive Treatment

Contrary to those who would seek altevnative schooling as a policy.
resolution to educational issues, there are others who would act1ve1y
alter the treatment that students presently receive in the public
school settingr Policy a]térnatives in this effort would not be based.
on a disenchantment with public schooling but upon a critical assess-
ment of internal weaknesses and limitations. Methods of 1nstructian
would be modified to permit and encourage a more personalized or indi-
vidualized form of teaching; instructional materials, curricula, and
academic programs would be ‘altered to meet individual needs and
interests of students in a more systematic manner. A basicqg}emise of
‘this approach is clearly that individual differences remain an impor-
tant instructional challenge. There is an awareness of cultural
pluralism and diversity as well as continuing faith in those techno-
logical approaches and procedures that have proven successful in the
past. The gist of this: approach would be to adapt the iﬁétructian of
{ndividuals to their instructional needs and their individual ;apacities
and abilities. , |

The advocacy of aptitude/treatment interaction, persnn/envircn-

ment interaction, or trait/treatment interaction is based on a statis-

tical sophistication of how variables in a learning-teaching situation

- are apt to be dependent upon each other in peculiar ways (Berliner and
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Cahen, 1973; Salomon, 1972; Walsh, 1973). There is a suspicion that
aducation does submit to formalization as a hypothetic-deductive system
but requires a sustained searching-out of working hypotheses that
permit students to learn more effectively in situations where teachers,
subject matter content, environmental conditions, and other situational
variables are interacting variables.

Some advocates would encourage a dramatic shift from models of
prediction and selection to models of placement and exembtion (Will-
ingham, 1974). Such a shift would remove standardized testing from
the strait-jacket in which it has been cast and permit a more construc-
tive use of tests in the educational progression of students. Indi-
vidua] differences would be accommodated through a variety of adminis-
trative and instructional devices designed to assist beth the indi-
vidual choices of students and institutional or program decisions that
must be made by administrators and faculty. More important, perhaps,
the approach would require that educational programs be considered
within the large framework of the system of which they are a part.

Adaptive treatment would include: (1) assignment, (2) selection,
(3) placement, and (4) exemption, depending upon characteristics of
the students, the educational programs, and the institutional setting.
Placement and exemption models, in particular, would place students in
programs adapted for their individual differences. Instructional
systems would be developed for personalized purposes and permit students
to proceed at a pace determined by their own objectiVes, needs, and
motives (Cross, 1976).

The advocacy. of adaptive treatment often suggests a technological
fix for a complex social and cultural problem. Yet, the approach derives

primarily from premises implicit in the tribute the American society
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has always paid education. It is the compelling notion that we should
teach students according to their interests, needs, and abilities --
an assumption often made by public education. It is relevant that

the notion of adaptive treatment is at the core of Jensen's criti-
cism of compensatory education. His argument could have been inter-
preted as the conclusion that the ways in which we have been teaching
minority group students have not been successful. His corollary is
clearly that we need to try different modes of instructions, ones from
which the students can more obviously benefit (Jensen, 1973).

How successful adaptive treatment can be as educational policy
remains to be seen. The interactions between individual differences
and instructional methods may be more compiex than first suspected,
and the'1arger effort may be seen in terms of its experimental demands
rather than its educational implications. Hunt (1975) has suggested
that the paradigm of aptitude-treatment~interaction has not been
adequately tried and believes it might be reinstated in terms of Lewin's
behavior-person-environment model. Tobias (1976) suggests that ATI's
may be highly specific, may vary for different content areas, and may
result in limited theoretical and practical utility. Yet, if the
paradigm includes prior level of achievement,‘it suggests an interaction
directly related to group differences: The Tower the level. of prior |
achievement, the higher the instructional support required to accomp-
1ish instructional objectives. Also relevant as interacting variables
are the belief systems of teachers and instructors who must work with
Rosenthal and Jacobson, 1968). !

cronbach (1975), who initiated the active search for aptitude/

treatment interaction, has written that we need to reflect on what it
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means to establish wérking generalizations in a world where most effects
are interactive. Empirical re]étianships change aﬁd generalizations
decay. Instead of seeking generalizations that we can regard as lawful
relations, we should seek working hypotheses that are properly tuned to
local conditions, contemporary relationships, and historical circum-
stances. Ourr aspiration should be to assess local events accurately

and improve short-run control.

A major disadvantage of adaptive treatment, therefore, may be its
suitability for experimental inquiry as opposed to formal instruction.
Given the climate of group conflict that continues in pub1ic education,
educators may not be permitted to carry out the forms of inquiry that
are needed to establish adaptive methods of instruction. Assignment
and selection have not been acceptable modes of dealing with group
differences in many past situations. To be acceptable to courts,
federal agencies, and adversary groups, adaptive treatment must be
perceived as a better method of education and not as educational
research.

Implications and Conclusions

An attempt has been made to look at the policy impiications of
group differences on standardized tests in education. Although the
testing controversy has many dimensions and would undoubtedly be an
emotionalized issue, there is reason to believe that the pérsistence
of unwanted‘graup differences is at the source of many disagreements
concerning the uses and applications of standardized tests. -National

policy over the past two decades has been directed to social objectives

“that would ensure equality of accéss and opportunity to racial and

ethnic- minorities in the American culture. Strenuous programmatic

efforts have been made to provide minority graﬁﬁs with educational
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opportunities that would permit their full participation and involve-
ment in national life. Yet, systematic efforts to evaluate the results
of those programs have consistently shown group differences that were
qot anticipated by many proponents of minority group rights.

The efforts to explain those differences have resulted in a
needless revival of the heredity-versus-environment issue. Such
arguments have distracted attention from what should have been the
objective of social policy -- the provision of educational opportunity
for individuals of differing capacities, interests, and needs. A
psychology of individual differences that once suggested a rational and
empirical basis for education has been superseded by a sociology of
groups that defines national and public issues in terms of grguﬁ
interest.

Six alternatives have been discussed, but only one would appear
adequate for the conflicting needs of a pluralistic and diverse societyi
Social and educational policy must view education as an adaptive insti-
tutional response to changing needs and demands. The continuing contro-
versies over standardized tests and group differences reflect those
changing needs and demands but do not facilitate the adaptive response

that is needed.
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