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_and regional varieties of English spoken in

PREFACE. - .
Tl e . .

This report is, in part, baséd on work begin by personnel.
of the Center fo¥ Applied Linguistics, under.-contract DAHC 13~
73-C~0364 .. It/wag a theoFetical study which had as its aim the .-
{dentificatdon of potential.sources of limguistic bias in armed
servicés selection aptitude battéries, particularly as these might
affeet the pe\fbrmance of -members of ethnic minority and lower
‘socioeconomic. class _groups. The study was based on the extensive
body of linguistic writing and research data avajlable on *social
nited States, and
on the considerable amount of research in sociolinguistics and &
semantics underway at the time the contract was executed. Upon I
completion of that report, the Educational Testing Service, imder
contract F41609-75-C-0034,undértook to combine measureément
congiderations with materials produced by the Center in the

earlier-effort, resulting in the present report. . ) e
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.1. Introduction,

-
@

Historically Speaking, aptitude testing has been a major factor in
manpower management. since‘Norld War I, when the first large scale usg of

S aptitude—testing helped to mobilize military personnel, Since that time,

* the medsurement of aptitudes has .occupied a central position in such

‘, activities ,as personal counseling, educational planning, vocational

" . tution actrues fromﬁthe Possibiity of improved accurac

receiVed extremely wide\use in the selection and placement of applicants
by employers, college admissions” offie S, recruiters,»administrators,
amd job supervisors. When used for these purposes, tests' are intended -
to benefit both institutions~and indiviﬁuals. The’ bene;}t to the insti-
of selection,
ite., minimizipg theﬂnumberuof*applicants 'selected or '~ placed -who will
*subsequently fail to orm adequately. Thus,the institution is less
likely to waste valuabl [resources to train individuals who are not. o

training, and qareer_angmacademic selection and placement. Tests have

~— likely to benefit from them. Similarly, ipdividuals are thought to -

°

">I

benefit, in thatrfhose whose Probability of adequate performance is not
great are not’admitted, thus minimizing unpraductive effort .and resources
by these individuals and “also sparing them the personal traima of failure.
_"-. € [
However whilg management may see the use of. tests_as an effjéient
. way to channel talent, others often view the "gatekeeping" function of-
teSts as-a barrier to economic dnd sSocial advancement *In the latter
view, tests aresthreatening to-those required to take them apd a deter-
reat to“the upward mobilit& of those whose performance on them.is non-
competitive. In a high unemployment economy, job availability is likely
to- be réstricted to those having even higher test performance. Thus,
thé visibility/of tests ;~and berhaps the hostility toward them, is J

more prevalent (e.g., Byham & Spit;er l97l PP. 16 38 Grggggrvs. Duke
Power, Co., 1971). -

“Test developers hawe the responsibility of ensuring their meaSure-
ment\instruments function as barriers to those.unliEely to sueceed'in’
the selected tasks rather than those merely socioeconomically different
-from a- normati%é group, Identifying potential sources of test ‘bias and
prescribing remedies is still an open issue among test developers. This-
report reviews the basic sources of test.discrimination against minority
ethnic .or cultural subgroups, identifies sociolinguistic bias as an
issue receiving little attention, proceeds to~develop,and explore a method
for identifying spciolinguistic bias‘in%{ests, and then provides general ,

guidelines for construction of selecti batteries fpr use by the armed —

services. N ) -
. ¢ »
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Bias in Measurement

1
— .

Dissatisfac;ion with tests is particularly great when it is noted
that certain_groups are consistently less successful: _Some ethnic

-~




.groups do better thén others oh-tests of Verbal ability (Anastasi 1958,
pp. 505-571); women are said to be ‘handicapped on tests that require
experiences more commonly available to males (Tyler, 1965, .pp. 243-251).
Blacks, women, 'and those for whom English is a second language all compete
increasingly and“%isibly for jobs and- professional standards set by the
traditional job-holders of America--White men in appropriate . age ranges .
(U.S. Department of Labor, 19723). Given this situation, it is reasonable
to ask whether a low score truly forecasts low performancé and whether ‘.
the score difference is relevant to the purposg for which the person is
to be employed. Furthermore, it is impdrtant to ascertain. whether it 1is
some temporary and easily remedied dishivantage of dinority groups that
accounts foy the low scores thag effec tively excludé them from sought-
afterapositions 0 e . » - '
¢ — * ' \ T e '

Large between—group differences in aptitude test.performance have
_been noted for 'more -than 70 years (Cronbach 1975), and the source of
these differences has been a topic of debate for nearly as long How—~ ~
ever, only within the last-degade has the relationship of group member-,
jship to aptitude measurement become a legal ahd social issue. Recently,
the controversy has captured the attention of an increasing number of
measurement experts who are directing careful thought and considerable
effort to the problem. 4 -

. ] . R ‘v

2.1. Factors Contributing to the Definitions of Test Bias ] -
¢ 4

JAn important assumption often made in interpreting test scores is
thgt given reasonably comparable exposure to the culture, diffé%ences -
in performing reflect past differences <n response td that culture.
Furthermore, it seems reasonabl to expect these differences to continge
and to influence future job p rformance (Canadx, 1971, pp. 89-101;

)

Samuda, .1975, pp. 42-50)% e premise of comparable exposure to a. .
culture, however, may be untenable. Imn fact, there are those (e.g.,

Samuda, 1975, pp. 63-100) who believe that diffgrent groups (men and =
women,_for example) are actually exposed to Jdifferent cultures. The ', AW

J apprgpriate question is whether the resulting grdup differences in test

'scores are relevant to job performance These differences may or may not
properly reflect subsequent .job performance, depending on a wide range of
circumstances. Further studies relating group differences in test: scores
to on-the-job ‘performance (e.g. L~Bray, 1972 Campbell @ike, & Flaugher,

1969)? are c¢learly needed.

- ' ’ ‘

- \
The objective identification of . test bias ‘pdrameters requires
congsideration from more than a purely.psychometric perspective. An

e

early effort undertaken.by.an American- P“'hdlogicaI’Association—(APA)
task force “(1969) to identify and define sources of bias in employment
practices attempted to consider all aspects of the employee selection
and promotion processes. These aspects include reception -facilities, .-

! 0
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employer atti;udes, aptitude testing, interview protecols, biographical
"data’ and performance evaluation méthods. The hasic concern was: the
possibility of inadvertently introducing bias attvarious stages of tlte
. process, from the' preliminary screening by the r ceptionist to .the final
decision made by the’ personnel director e ¥ . . *
The basic recommendation mage was that valida ion of objective data - .
-'should be undertaken ‘whenever possible to emsure that the information
.needed to make personnel . decisions is both aveilable and appropriate.
The conclusion reached was that statistical validit§ as it affects the
- evaluation instruments is the most important factor n.determining the
presence of-bias in the selection process. Thus, selection for employ-
ment or promotion should be made on the basis of as‘many objective,
valid indicators as possible. .

A3

<N NI o

e A number of court cases‘(Ruch 1972) have provided quasi-l gal
d“;ériptions of factors that ma?»define test bias. Cases have included.
(1) those in which the prediction equation observed for minority groups
is different from the equation computed for the general sample on which
., the test was validated and (2) those in which the percentage disqualified
by the test is larger for minority groups than for the geaﬁral validation
sample. In one view, the existence,of differences between' the mean. test
" scores of racial or ethnic groups (leading to different proportions being '
selected) is prima facie evidence of<bias. In tlris view, the burden of
proof is o the user to establish the validity’ of,~ e predictor. A more.
_ ‘recent Supreme Court decision.(Washipgton vs. Davis, 1976) ‘denies 'that
' prima facie evidence can be established merely on the basis of differen-

~s. + tials in hiring rates (which may be associated with differences in test
- performance)
’j' Cieary et al.‘(lngs have examined the-assumptions and technical - *

problems related to the,use of aptitude measures in personnel decisions,
. making special referencé to those aspects. of tegt bias and fairness
addressing teést misuse, test score misinterpretation,' and the measure-
ment of ‘multiple skills. They ‘view the issue of fairness--which- =«
generally pertains to test use, not test:conteht--as a problem coumon
to both minority groups and the general population.. The ‘concept of
fairness depends upon & number of factors, the major one being the
responsible professional's knowledge of the strengths and weaknesses

? of the test and the appropriateness of particular applications. In , -.
this view, both bias and fairness are more strongly related to predic- -
tive (criterion—related) validity than to, any other factor: The higher N
R .the VYalidity, the more fair the test (or other measure). This state-~

. ment also holds tyue when separate regression equations are gknerated
____ to_accommodate _two ox. more _groups in the population tested. Cleary _

et al. (1975) and Reilly (1973) describe situations in which over- or

under-prediction results from“an artifact of, the population distribution

~
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when two groups can _be assumed to com from the same general bivariate‘
population, the predicted performance using a common regression line can
be expected to result in ovér-predictdon for the group at—phe—thtom of
. the’distribution when compared with prediction resulting from a separate
equation cqmputed for that group. Conver ely, the performance of those
at the top of the distribution will be un% r-predicted’ €0 some _extent.
fhus, if .some id¥ntifiable group occupies a. particular area gt either
..end of the distribution of & sample sharing a common prediction equation,
there will be a tendency to under- or over—predict perfonmance, depending
upon its rank in the distribution. Flaugher (1974) substantiates this
- fact, citing-a number of studies in which the predicted\performance of
minority” group mémbers was better than their actual performance when a
regreséion equation®b4séd on all groupsvas usedn N
Other definitions of test bias have been advanced7b§i1hornd e
(1971) and Cole (1973), among others. Thorndike indicates that .eYen >
when ‘validities are equal, tests may be unfair to 'lower scoi!ng groups
in the sense that, the proportion who qualified on ‘the test can be
smaller than” the proportiBn qualified on . the job . \ )
The use of the proportidn who qualified versus the proportion Who
would succeed on the job seems to be a reafonable standard for determin—
ing the presence of bias. However, Cole (1973) advances the view that
giveén oné member ‘of the .majority group and one member of a minority i
group, both of whom would succeed if selected, fairness requires that'»
each have the same probability of being selected. . "
- =7
« It should be noted that these models of bias, includingxthe purely -
statistical models, contradict each other in particular cases. In fact,
] Peterseh and Novick (1976)- point out that onl¥ two of the seven’ models-
they reviewed were internally consistent with respect to their logical
" converses. Cronbach (1976) suggests that at the, least, psychometrics
can help lawyers and-. philosophers to "put more substantial arguments
behind competing Yulés for obtainiﬁg eqhity" (p. 41). .
/ - t

2.2. Proposed Remedies.for Bias ! ) v

.- Three remedies for bias.that have been suggested are (1) tH® élidi-
nation of testing, (2) the differential interpretation of test scores
for different groups, and-(3) purging the tests of sources of bias.

The first remedy has been. suggested in equal opportunity guidelines

(EEOC, 1970). These guideldnes imply that testing “is inappropriate when
the following conditions prevail -

‘4 -

Ve o * ¢

. N - ] - \' s o
(l) Validity- data'are neither available“nor'being*coIlected‘*‘"‘“"“““"”“*‘*

(2) Promotion or selection,procedures hdve adversely affected -
minority groups. ’




LI 1 - . , v * t s e ‘“ e
B . . Fortunately, the tests used by the ‘armed- services haVe, in general, -
been subject to good validity researdh The availgbility of many
‘.. . - -incumbents has permitted repeated validation in a -variety of circum-
' ..~ stances. ‘The enly apparent inSufficiency——one7that is universally,
; - common to validity research in all sectSrs--is the reliance _on success N
= in training, instead of on-the-job performance, gs the criterion -of
T - ,8uccess. However, adequate on—the—job performance measures generally do
. not exist, "and ‘training success may be more important since inability to
. complete .training remqves the opportunity for on—the—job performance.
o e { L.
. The seéond remedy, differential interpreration of test scores,
¢ f . might be achieved by adjusting the scores of minority group members
. ) vho are adversely ‘affected by test use. An equivalent _procedure involves
) making qualifying scores coritingent on group membership Other related
., procedures -have been suggesteds also- (Cole, 1973; Einhotn & Bass, 1971;
Guion, .1966; Petersen & Novick, 1976). In practice these procedures
< have often been used by universities wanting’ diversity in their student
bodies. The .mqdification of admigsions standards” for ‘minority group -°
members has on several occasions, however, reSulted in legal action ‘
~ against universities (e.g., Bakke vs. Regents of the University of . .
© e California,, 1975; Ginger, 1974). The ethiecal,issues involved in imple-~ | ’
- % * menting different persennel processing procedures for difflerent p0pulation .
R 3 . subgroups”are complex YAnastasi, 1968, pp. 280-286; Darlipgton, yﬂ71, St
égb‘ i Kifkpatrick, Ewen, Barret, & Katzell 1968, pp. 3-12). . -
P i»:‘\ ""--,'57.. .
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’u; The third, alternative approach ‘that has ,been, attempted is the ) )
1 ‘d&yelopment of so-called culture free or culture fair tests that af®. . - v
. o 1td predictors of job performance. The logical’ consequence of this
T ,%ﬁg ept—-culture fairness——is that the average score of each subgroup
. ?ﬁ will be the same. However, no such comkent has yet been ‘found that will .
L. yield this result. Furthermore,: the record to date strongly suggests that’ * o
- *the search fér completely culture fair content ig not a promising activity~1
. (Anastasi; 1968,.pp 280-286; Dyer, 1960; Lorge, 1953, pp. 76-83; Tanhenbaum,
r\1965, pp. 721-723). Yhile complete culture fairness may-not be probéble;
iimiting sources of bias such as langugdge usage may 1imit cultural bias :
. iﬂ'tests which ‘are‘otherwise valid, instriments. S~ ) ..
’~ . \QJ. s v .0 R ot oo N
i 3.‘ Rationale for Investigating the Application of
- . - : Sociolinguistic Principles to Testingu,

- . ~ ] f r 3 L

. A Becduse of its size,'the military\establishment is dependent.on L.

easily a ministered‘assessment devices for. the evaluation, selection, - .,

- — ~—and placemanﬁ of -personmel, particularly enlisted;personnel, The .,
. thices used, and indeed massively used, are group administered,.multiple-

oice, objective machine scored’ aptitude tests, Indeed the advantagesc

’ c voE . .
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\"plexities should have pqtential application‘to aptitude testing in
'general. ¢ ; v

e A I T — * ¢ ) e ] s 'a

in Américan’industry and educa : : _» o e
N - . / °
A1l youths who seeK entry &8 enlisted: personnel into any military
service take initial selection and subsequent classification test
batteries.- The*influence of the batteries is obvious: The’ stre ths
and weaknesses of military personnel tests affect the .careers o a
large segment of American ®outh. The development of techniques that
improve the objectiVity of military, testing by reducing inadvertent
variance due to linguistic .8tructure or other uninhtentional com-

of such _tests are so\giﬁareng\gizg\jfi%r us€ has._ 8130 become peryasive -

\

. , "
\‘ +

. The present paper suggests that the deVeloping body. of socio- -
linguistic, research night lead to the ‘formulation of principles that
could be(used-syst tically to improve the language aspects of tests, - )
'The tactitc adopted the present work was for professisonal socio- -
linguists ‘to analyze a sample of existing cognitive test material,
identifying possible problems and seeking to determine the feasibility N

. of formalizing sociolinguistic principles of test item language. At )
"a ldter ‘time, use of the resulting principles might 'help avoid language

" 1in general and in ethnic subgroups in particulara '

'»Jteating. MentAoned are several appr chesg, to (1) the systematic
formulation

< lated on the varieties of American’ English.t Such languhge differences , -

'The principbes developed in this paper, however, should not be uncriti- .

problems in future development of armed services selectibn batteéries.

cally. accepted and applied without- rigorous investigation'to determine i
effectaipn test reliability and validity in the teat-taking population '

b i
.+ The sections immediately following present some ideas about the
potegtial—eontrib ions of sociolinguists to test constfuction. The
major purpose ¢ of ‘his effort is to provide a theoretical analysis
useful in‘assés ing the feasibilit;\xz applying linguistic ¢oncepts to -

A

principles heretofore only informally stated and applied
and (2) th identification and adoption of new principles of test ;

construction. NS .- . oo ..
C . .- . . - * ' . A - . . (\.‘
- ™ e, ., A - A T . TN
. e%’e . 4. Sociolinguistics SR
, " .

-

How.1is sociolinguistic research relevant to the construction and
ihterpretation of tests? .
L)

‘In the pa§?440 years, a considerable body of research has aceumu-

-~

Lo,

teflect differences in- the compoaition of society. Clearly age, class,
ethnic group, sex, and geo raphical location all condition the language ~

of a particular individud s s conditioning is, in turny ‘affected by :
the setting and purpose of any given languége exchange. Tﬁe_pature and T ey
.8 'Y /- . A T ﬂa'l e - :5 o )
- Ve R "
&: . T $ R - 21
‘ ] g . . ‘ifi‘ N
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varfety of American English that an individual employs and the facility
with vwhich particular varieties' are used are functions of the user 's
socialization and, pérsonal history.\ .
'
' It should be noted that each variety of American #nglish has its
own degreé of a ropriateness to a particular situation Each of the
several ways of3is w;l.ting someone to dimner, ("Have you eaten yet?",
"Do you want to eaﬁ," "Are-you hungry?", "Can you stay for dimmer?",
"Ypu’ are-cordially invited €6 3gin us -for dinner," and "D'j'eet?")"
is appropriate for a glven occasion- In addition, there -are levels.
an& kinds of language appropriate for sboken, as well as for writtem, i
language Such a view is contrary to earlier judgments in which language
gas presented in terms of a simple dichotomy, the correct versus the
. & correct. The more recent view reject¥ a ‘single hierarchy of |
R 4 language levels-~the kind of ladder t placéssthe formal or literary
T Ehe top, the informal ‘and colloquigg\iq\éhe/middle, and the vulgar
J%;m o{*ﬂlliterate at the bottom. Rather At retognizes such categories as
}K saﬁiliar and formal language .as appropriate functional varieties. e
’ oy f e A ! .
% ¢ The pluralistic nature of our socia and educational structure
— péems almost to defy language slassifica ion. -Clearly, a “standard"/
a* nonstandard” didhotomy does not seem’ adequate to capture the richness
of a:multidimensiohal 1anguage like contemporary English, nor does the
value judgment implicit in such a dichotomy seem warranted. .Nonetheless,
g true that those varieties of American English most often used ‘to
'gﬁ%unicate formally in public settings, or to converse with non—intimates
’ 11d-at one end of a coptinuum. At the other:end are those "nonatandard" A
.Vvarieties, which are used in less formal communication among intim‘ates,b .
I'ype of usage is also correlatéd with the educational background'of the
yeaker, with more educated speakers tending to prefer the formal, .
tandard variety. Informal or nonstandard usage‘by educated speakers
/would be placed near the middle of the continuum.
The language used in most tests is drawn almost entirely from the
formal range of the spectrum. Furthermore, test language tends to
p gflect written rather than spoken usage. In particular, this variety~-=
rmal written--involves the use of complex sentence ,structures and *°
! votﬁbulary ‘elements rarely found in the spoken language. But test
] s differ with respect to previous exposure to formal standard
language Those who in “their soclal environment have had less exposure,
to . this variety will tend to havelcorrespondingly less faeility in ¢,
“~~‘speaking, reading,” and-writing it. This. situation doe8 not imply
_#%hat the cognitive, capacities of such speakers are limited. Indeed, r
, the virtuosity exhibited by some individualsa&n their use of nonstandard
language forms requires a variety of linguﬁsﬁiggskills ';'

Seog e

N
.

g ,
A hypothesis advanced in\this paper, is that the less’ exposure an
individual Hﬁs had to the language typically used in tests, thé greater

*

-
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will be the linguistfc difficulty encountered in taking the test, .One.
would therefore expect the level of linguistic diﬁficulty ‘to be gfeate;
for those who typically employ nonstandard varieties of English or who
come from environments’ vhere English~is not the primary language. To
the extent that these individuals are able to use the language of their
"own environments effectively, one would expect effective: communication
in_new situations when given the opportunity to learn the linguistic

demandqg%f these situations and to practice skills needed to meet these
demands . . . fﬁﬁ

Y
L ¢ -1

\ . Sociolinguistics, then deals with the particularities of the -
interaction of language type and social experience.. The evaluation
of language correctness and the prescription of linguistic etiquette,
however, are aot proper functions of sociolinguistics. As 'a social
science, sociolinguistics does aspire to a systemati runderstanding of
the interactions between subculture, lahguage varie€§, and language

) .

Qﬁi&* 5 comprehension. It-{s anticipated that ' the application of SOCiQ\%
- linguistic analysis and vesearch will provide \another perspecti

v. some of the problems associated with the language of testing T
T . R «
. ’,Z The present.report does not: promise a- comprehensive treatment
".of testing problems from the point of view of sociolinguistics. Its
purpose is to show by examples how a sociolinguistic application might .
. be approached. An obsolete military selection test battery will be E

used as ‘a r;gresentative and illustrative example. Accordingly, the

gL_- are appropriate to test. construct®on, administration, and interpreta- 12@

tion. The ensui?g discussion includes.
B b

?

"An examination of potential nonskill-related difficulties
arising from language differehces.
2. Acconsideration of test directions from a socio-linguistic

_f vieWpoint, .

4

°

PO
-

3. A statement of four sociolinguistic principles for evaluating
e test items and directions. “ .

- T 4.‘ A critique of the synonyms item type. . -
5 . .
The ‘use of this strategy is not intended to convey a negative image of o
43 military tests. ‘In fact, the relatively minor.violations of principles !
in .the test items chosen to illustrate points makes our examples .seem
at times ‘somewhat' labored. Many of the principles, therefore, might -
" be more properly applfed to tests andl[tems containing more flagrant
’ violations. - .

ocusseseon several areas in which language-related concerns & w" D

T
I

i



" establish a common frame of reference for all the test takers

5. The\banggage of Directions .

l

In any test battery, it is important that the test diréctions )

_ences in the skill tested” yather than to inadequate test directio.s. .
Orally administered directions are.the information-beatring test jlements L
for which it 4s easiest to infer equal examinee exposure. But/;in spite
of oral directions and the numerous pieces of. clarlfying inforgation they
convey, the assumption that the directions establish a common/baseline

should be seriously‘examined~ \ . ~

Since directions also serve as 1ntroduction to the tes , Some
attention must also be focused on the setting and the atmo’phere they
créate. Both of these conditions should convey the intengion to be
reasonable and helpful. '

. S

o

'5.1.. Read and Listen A / :
/ i / /

‘The directions of the example tests Were presented in two language ¢
‘modalities: the visual (written directions) andfthe aural (directions . :
read aloud). Almost all ‘directions’are read: aloud by the test ‘super- . \\\k N

< visor td compensate for poss1ble deficiencies in examinees reading )

ability. This, strategy is needed to ensure comprehenslon of the infor-
magion by all participants because’ the gengral direétions, ‘as* well as .
those in separate subtests, include faifly long and detaiied passages. .
In fact, they were longer and more detailed thap any of the test items.,
-
xhe variety of English with whith ' the examinee is familiar may;well- . /
condition his ability "to understand another variety Examinees who have .
reading difficulties may also be relatively unused to reading or hearing -~
formal English Jf the kind found in the Samplé ‘tests. In this st sense,
" the test gives an advantage to those social, economic, or, ethnic subgroups
" who are comfortable with the type of language used in the test. Although
it is not feasible to develop directions to whiah every examinee is s .
accustomed,  there are a- number of language modifications "that might be
helpful. e of these are given below; others are discussed under the .
principles presented in Seétion 7. . ( ’

o . &
- A -
3

T, .First of all the examiner might be given more leeway in helping -those

who do not understand what they have heard. Indeed, the initial instruc-
‘tions in the example test strongly suggest’ that this should be done.’
The examinee reads: ''Listen carefully to all directions» If they are . o

k R PV, H e

t

1g$nce there is a relatively common problem .of* being too explicit in

' communication events, achieving clarity is not. as simple a matter as v
.  may be assumed. . Giving more ihformation than is necessary or giving it » -

‘more often than is necessary vidlletes Grice s (1967) Principle of
Cooperation (i.e., that the‘langhage used follows the accepted purpose
or direction of the language.exchange in which one is engaged) " -

-
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not perfectly clear, raise’ your hand. It is *very 4mportant that you
, understand all the directions*.thoroughly." This instruction leads ’
the exatilnee to expect thalra Tequest for clarification will be met with
.an additional explanation. HoveVer, if a question .is raised, the
administratorshas been instructed to answer 'it only by reading the
. instructions, a- procedure whici may not'be.adequate if the problem '
. 18 one of comprehénsion«rather than hearing.- Perhaps a set of alterna- -
tive responses to frequently asked huest}ons could be d%yeIOped and

furnished to test administrators. : \ ! '
"« % 5,2, Patterns of Repetition o o

Four ‘information presentation patterns are foimd in the test battery.
Some information is repeated on’almpst-everyggage, soie is reiterated
. for each subtest, and some is found only at the beginning of the
battery? Other information 1s specific to sdme, but not all; subtests.
.. The reasons for,tbese,diiferént patterns of repetition aré not immediately

obvious. Regardless of their purpose, however, their value to non-

standard.speakérs,déserﬁés'examinatibn, especially since they are.- &
stated in formal, standard styles. o
. ' A T Ve ° - .t

_* Inconsistent patterns ofjrepetition can seriously mislead the
examinee. Féf}?iamgle, at saleral points in the test the examineg is
_urged to work quickly but accurately. In the first subtest, this
instruction is expanded with information about a 7-minute time limit.
However, nowhere.else in thg battery is time mentioned, .The examinee
“might, therefore, be led to assume that sipce no time 1imit is mentioned
for the second subtest, none will:be applied. This assumption is
clearly inappropriate in light of the 10-minute time limit that" is imposed
om this test. The principle 11lusErated here is that when information
is given; 'it sets up an expectation oriresponse set. K In order to avdtd
unwarranted conclusions by the examineé, directions should be such that
all repetition, is symmetfic. Any changes in test requirements should ’

N

by precedéd by ‘explicit instructions appropriate to these new requirements. .

-~

© 5,3, TH Supervisor's Delivery ' K

L, .t C {
“The, use-of e hasls and negative imperatives to ensure clarity is
valuable but poten zhlly risky. Obviously, the directions should- be as
helpful as possible in setting the tone of the examinatioh situation.
Emphasizing negatives and placing stress on particuldr words in-a . «,
sentence, however, may, result in an irritating, unnecessarily authori-
. tarian delivery, Negative imperatives were frequently used in .the
test battery to repeat information first presented as a direct iimpera-
tive, As such, they were probably a necessary expansion. In.general,
the #tressed elements in directions to exarminees conform to patterns’

of stress’ assignments found in the languyage as a whole (Bolinger, 1962,

*
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Crystak,& Quirk, 1964 Pike, 1945). However,' the assignment of stress
“4n ‘the directions read by test adminlstrators is sometimes inappropriaté
in terms of narmal- language usage and may have undesirable effects.
Stressing the last part of a compound in a Bentence vith normal- falling
intonation is unueual d diatracting, yet it is required in‘ the initial
-instructionvgiven to eaop of the subtests (e.g., "Turn the page and- ‘
BEGIN!"). Theé fest administrator is also required to sfress a one-word .
SEniggce ("'sTOP!") at th _end of, each subtest. Such distortions of normal
stress\ pattetns invite the administrator to shout in order to achieve*

the desiredieffect. In additiom, the stressing of "any" in the last test
("Do mot: g0 back and work on ANY question in ANY of the other tests.")

may be interpreted as a. threat,.instead of a simple order, by some of

the more anxiOus examinees (Green, 1973; Sadock, 1972).°

Directions could be easily rewritten to mitigate the potentially

,guthoritarian tone produced by these stress patterns. Telling

3

., examinees to "BEGIN WORK" or té "STOP WORK" produces a fiore natural,,
; + less threat tening intonation. In summary, the principle invoked here is
&hat any distortien of normal spee¢h in the test situation may be
disconcerting to the ‘test- taker and should be avoided wherever possible.
y " The usefof a specific variety of English may in and of itself present,
; ;difficuities for the test taker>and, further, distortiq?s of normal
i

.language patterns may create what ‘appears to, be a hostile environment.
.Insofar as- these factors Interfere with. an accurate assessmént of
what is being tested or p Foduce unhecessary antagonism toward the agency
sponsoring the testing, they should‘ﬁe modified.

Q. Co T 9‘
- . b Y e -
6. Cultural. Considerations f» ‘ <.

The most subtle.potential for test bias rests. in the unstatei )

assumptions, both social and linguistiec, of the test constructor. Since
these assumptions concern language or cultural matters regard@ﬂ,as N
inherently natural,‘sElf-explanatory, and completely obvious, the measure-

. mentegxpert may be hard pressed to recognize them as matters requiring ’
atténtion. Thé linguistic example given' below highlights the problem by
illustrating a language feature, that .the native speaker would ptobably

" never question. Instead, he might assume that all languagesiare functionally
equivalent, that thgy operate within' the same frame of rﬁferehce and make the
same kinds @f distinctions. . p TP

-

@

. 4n example of the~kiﬁd of- problem that posqugifficulties for non-
native § eakers (even thoge who have “attained®felative fluency in
English) is the use of the article a. This article hds both a generic
reading (e.g., A human brain is heavier at birth than ig a fr;g,brain¢
"-She is a Marilyn Monroe.) and an indefinite, specific reading (e.g., é
‘man came” into . the store this morning.) (Lawler, 1972). In many test
¢ . - >y w 1 ¢
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items, an object or person is.jirst introduced in the generic sense and
‘ later, when further information is added or requested, treated in a
. specific sense. This procedure is prevalent in tests and may be consid-
" ered a characteristic trait of test language. For example, "a man came
into the -hardware store and bought a quatt of paint. He also bought"
« « « The prices were . -. Hnw much did he spend?" In some languages,
this ambiguity of the article a does not exisF, an examinee whose native
language makes the distinction explicit might’ not automatically equate -
"a man" and "he," .and so may be confused by the’ amb¥guity in test items
- in English. The problems, which do not exist for those who speak only
English--but may exist for others--can be ameliorated*by substituting
proper names or other specific Hésignations for :h man." )
. -
* More pervasive in the test battery, but more amenable to ¢orrection,
are the cultural assumptions that condition what is the "best" answer to
d given test question. These are most apparent in those subtests where -
objective criteria for determining correct answers are eilther-unclear

or unavallable.. The following item," taken from a Word Knowledge Test, f
¢ illustrates the” point:

¢ ~ R * -y
‘ Potent means [ < . ’ 5\ . ~ -
A heavy . {i, "
Q royal, R
C powerful .
. D dnmk . ) ‘ v

v - The examinee, asked to cﬁoose between 'heavy and "powerful" in finding
. " a synonym for "potent," but who does not know that in formal English
"heavy" could not|mean “potent," is at a disadVantage, particularly if
the word has that| meaning in the examineews own speech :
¥hile the relagively minor defects in the particular items
< presented above may fiot be especially harmful, the point to be made *s . |
" . this: There are Subtle differences in the structure of languages, |
both. formal -and informdl, that create -a potential for the inadvertent
introduction of biguity--and possibly bias-~to tests. Careful review
of test content{m thoughtful test constructors' and/or language experts
could bably eliminate most major problems. c

L 4

6.Y. Values Specific to the Majority Culture

[ .
. . ~

159 . \The ﬁact that society places a high value .on verbal ability is not’ ’i._ “:

itse}f a problem; deciding which aspects of verbal jg;lity are impor-
. tant, -however, is a problem. The example,tests' he dependence on T

vocabulary items reflecting an extremely .formal style (Shall I inform
’écross the roaagyith cautidn.) implies that knowing words of .thi: .this
kifd is,of. prime concern. JIn‘addition, ‘the stimulus item {s typﬁcally

[*3
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gist,item writers should exercise care in order to reduce the possi-

a more difficult word than the correct response. Proceeding through ) ,
the Word Knowledge subtest, the examinee becomes increasin®ly aware o .
the.examiner's tendency to use formal words as item stems and more common
ones as altérnative responses, Although this lack of symmetry may be
perplexing to some examinees, it *is actually intentional. The use of -k ’
alternative résponses that are more likely to be known by all examinees
helps ‘to ensure that\ineorrect responses:msult from unfamiliarity

with stimulus words, and not "with response alternatives

In several instances, test items max penalize particular\subgroups
of the test-taking population. °The word feat meaning an accomplish-~ °
ment showing upusual skill, is- Mlustrative of a particular type of
defect. A Span,‘ish speaking examinee misreading this' word as fete
(festival) or trying to relate it:to a Spanish cognate may. mistakenly
‘choose the word célebration as the correct amswer. This examinee
appears, therefore, to be penalized by attempting to exercise a pro-
ductive and uséful bilingual skill. It is likely that this.item may
indeed fulfill the purpose for which it is intended--discriminating
between examifiees who know the word's meaning and those who do not. The

Tz

point, HOWever, is that in the face of uncertainty, some feature of the
‘examinee!s language or culture may determine the attractiveness of .
alternate choices. The example given here suggests that a non-Spanish /

speaking examinee who does not know the meaning of the word fete mighf
ﬁ a random choice, thereby having a 25% chance of correctly 1y answering

- the item. Spanish speaking examinees, on the other, hand, @dght more
frequently employ the bilingual skill mentioned above choosing a ., '. ¢
particular incorrect alternative, celebration more often When ,
attempting,to devise plausible alternatives or multiple~choice items,

Mty that .specific alternatives are not differentially attractive to
e subgroups defined by common cultural or linguistic chpractgristics.

Other Particular Problems .

a
““‘) v,

s

Another potentially troublesome -situation becomes apparent wh ) B
. one realizés that most words have several possible, 80 s d rgent, .
meanings. The implications of multiple an be shown by refer— :

or room.

Ting to four words found inﬂghe Word Knowledge subtest.
According to Webster's Third International Dich&onary, the word
ggglg is defined as: - - V. "

2 .
1. Marked by extensive or more than adequate size, volume,'space,

. 2
r - . . l/
< - 1] N -
- e . .

) 2. Buxom, portly.
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In light of these. definitions, two of-the alternative choices, fat and .
~. well-ghaped, might be congidered as ‘defensible, choices. Well-shaged L.

might be chosen by an examinee ‘whoge' subcul ture considers portliness
to-be -a physircally attractiVe quality. . -

Likewise, an archaic. defini\ion of ‘scour (’beat, punish") recorded
in the-same dictionary might make the choice oice of whip acceptable.-
Similarly, one definition’of sullen ("of' a dull color, of. somber hue')
‘could possibly make fwo of the choices, grayish yellow and wery dirty .
‘seém reasonable. A cfosely related problem ia, illustrated by an item
testing the meaning of terse; defined in Webster's Third Internationfl
‘Dictionary as "smoothly elegant: polished, refined" and "devoid of +
‘guperfluity: brief, concise.” Although the keyed response, pointed, - .
is the best’ choice available for terse, it is not ap obvious synonym »
for either of Webster 8 definitions.

¢ ot
5

-

Granted, the preblems illustrated are not severe in the sdmple test,.

- y especially since the instructions direct the examinee to seleet the best :
answer; However, one must ask the question, "Do vocabulary -items with i
these types ,of distractors represeg(t ghe most effective approach to -

+  .measuring vocabulary or verbal_ ability'l" Are these kinds .of word discrim-
> inations, which may.in fact have a spuriOus 4ttractiveness for some sub-
_groups, the best choices whic@ could be\made if vieWed from a semantic or

linguis tic perspeckt?ve?

- N

.

* In constructing a test such as Arithmetic Reasoning,” test writers
.typically use examples which, they 'assume will reflect the everyday
éxperiences of most examinees. In "doing this, however, the tester may
exclude useful material. It seems appropridte, therefoPe,«to examine
test Katerials to determine what the examiner. -may have omitted as he

4« tried to select only common material. —~ .

A 2 The sample test's failure to reflect the diversity of the population
! ing the test illustrates the.tendency, for|omission. Persons named .
"' in_the test are called Tom, Bill, John, or J <4typical white, middlé- ...
class namés. The Puerto Rican, or Mexican-American finds nothing in- Yo
the test that acknowledges the existence of 'his culture. ‘Women are
conspicuously absent also, even in traditionally femalé situations séch
. - as purchasing food and clothing. This-‘practice certainly avoids.
) stereotyping but at the cost of ignoring womep complefely. Atténtion
to such details might well lead to the inclugon of a greater variety
. of- matenial--material ‘that would produce a mpre appropriate balance of -
. content with no sacrifice.in clarity or reasonableness. Even minor
S revisions might have a- beneficial psychological effect on minorities

or gultural. subgroups. t‘,';« L oy . .

5

6.3. Errors of Omission . . . ‘ ' -
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‘- 7. Formulatfon of %ome Sociolinguistic Prtnc,iples

As indicated in the«Introdt tion, this report predicates tne . '
potential value of.sgoc¢iolinguistic principles formulated with test . - .
construction in mind. Becauseiauch principles.are not readily apparent
from the'examinatior of the literature of elther, Sociolinguistics or o

testing, dctive steps are required to bring the formulation about.

~ To do this, specialists in various aspects of sociolinguistic study

were directed to use their knowledge of different varieties of Engliéh
and ethnic and minority value systems in order to predict potentialj
sources f "difficulty in the test battery. These specialists were

chosén fdr their work on language differences in American English, ’ -

including standard and nonstandard regional variations, and for th T
research experiences with the problems of non-native speakers, - Their
task was .to explare the application of sociolinguistic principles to .
two of the sample subtests (Arithmetic Reasoning and Automotive- Information)
that rely onxlénguage to formulage individual test questions.
A judgmental analysis-of these subtests indicated that four specific
sociolinguistic principles are impornant both, in describing aredd in which
‘minority examinees encounter difficulty and in suggeseing remedial action’
to neutralize these difficulties.

7:1. The Principle of ngmatics 2 ] i. . Y .i“"f e ; .
. - { . .. ." o
The principle of pragmatics states that-the Naluesoimplied or -
stated in test itgms should he consistent with the, values of the -examinee.
Mass testing procedures often assume that the item writer and the examinee
understand an item within the same frame of reference. »The test con-*’
structor cannot know the value systems of all the subpopulatiops. who will
take the test, but a socidlinguistic reviewer may be able to a htm - -
to potential problem areas. .An examiner sensitized in this manner
could, presumably, avoid difficulties arising from differences between
exafilnee values and those implied in test it fferences*that usually -

: arise from differences in the backgrounds examiners and ,examinees.: ~
The examples below may help to clarify the . differences in values that are

likely to be enountered. ) T . .

-

_An insurance .policy costs §7.70 a month
or $85.00 a year. . How much money will a ‘ :

.
%

o . pa‘son save each year by paying for a Co o ,L‘_’
' year's insurance at one time? | s : . :
g ‘0‘- — . . ‘ o
A § 5200 ) ‘ S
B $ 7.40 . . . ‘ o
C ‘I$ 8.40 . . R . ’“ - .
D $92.40" s - ’ o
- '. . f;-- . VY ] ‘ k ‘A:’ .
v * N ° I3 -
' - ~ -
8 s .2-__-
. > 19 2323 .@%‘ N .
\ R
s \ \l L 1‘3 :}ﬂn ‘z”
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vr e " A man paid $150-for‘a set of 4"new tires. s .
- .. .. , .After using themyfor 10, 000 miles and . : I
' o " paying out $8.f6r repairs, \hS§:§celved $2 7 "
- . - . aplece for them toward- 4 new . How -+ &% =
i : much per %éie did he pay for the set of
S tires? = -
¢ N 5 . )
’ A §.0134 - . . . o . .
e . - B __$30150 N N P R
AN « ' G $.0168 K )
: b $.0672" ' . .

P . .
»¥ .

These,items, dealing with'buying ihsurance and calculating the cost per,
- mile for tires driven over 4 long distance, presuppose familiarity with
© the allocation o(\ﬁinancial resources. This assumption, however, is
not necessarily realistjc for examinees from low-income backgrounds.
\ or. example, ,low-incogge® examinees typically experfence situations in
. i ich credit buyin&~ﬂs customary. Insufficient income*often prevents
o the choice of any other type of payment, making decisions related to *
I \rcredit versus noncredit buying somewhat academic. The concept of long-
S range bedefits, as invoked in the insurance item, may be completely $
, + doreign to the low-income examinee's egonomic frame of TETerence. To
" " those who.have'internalized the value system of the impoverished,

. . . these ‘items gall for decisions that might ‘be strange. A difficulty- :
with strict application of the principle .of pragmatics is that some
- values and experiences, as ih work values, may be highly relevant to-

R “the demands of the gob environment and hence be, important to the validity
of the test item. ,Care rust be taken to evaluate critically both sides

. of the” iSsue on an item by - item basis. In summary, the principle of

. - pragmatics suggests-that test items should avoid posing situations ' .

' that are uncharacteristid or atypical ef the life._styles of test takers,
espetially when' these ‘situations are experienced differentially by
various xaminee subgroups and are not criterion related.

v 7.2.. The Princigle of Processing . - '

v 4 -
L4

-7 . %he principle of processing,_reflecting_rhe_aS§__ption,that items
can be  categorized in tefms of the language and reasoning processes they
require, suggests that particular item categories, or subtests, .should
cont%in only items that require the same process(es). The -terd
"brocessing is related to the test taker's ability to respond appyopri-
ately to different types of information ordering .This entails .dealing -
with sityatiens in which the nature .of the 'information given varies in ~
several significant ways.. . ’

[o«"_ B R ] .,".
) g . §everal items in ;he Aiithmetic Reasoning Test appear to reéuire‘-

. different combinations of. information processing skills. Consider

' . ‘the following items: o : . N

B l.

2

/ . et .
- . B .
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< Tom beaﬁht 10§5y0unds of nails.
Iféhé gave ‘32 pounds to his

-4

. brother how pany pounds, did-he . _ ‘ —
have- lefr?,
- Ty . ¢ . -
1 A 140 . A
-i - . B 86 ’ | .
- . . . C 76 :, N | ' \»( -
e D ‘72 N \ "
N N : 4 )

’This information presentation requires only simple subtraction Thev
itém can"be- answered~without recourse- to the'lanswer choices.
“On_the other hand,. an examinee must firsit consider the ali ernative ’
choices 1? order to arrive at the expected answer for the: followfng
item: "
- l\'r
* - s An article that sells for $5.00 costs S
. © < customér $5.10 when the sales tax
T . is included. Whag is the sales*t x?

e - - e = S - - ;

- ’ A 5% N ’ “~ Y ' P
e -B 3% Ut ' L e
Te c 2% ) . l\l e !
o 7 Y . D 1% . o >t L - T
a . ) \‘2 L

The correct response, if ansbered using only the 1nformation presented
in the item stem, would be "10 cents," rather ,than 2% as required by
the option Here the examinee must‘rely on informatiomgiven in the
stimulus material and on the gnswer choices, since . the question makes
« - no mention of percentages. Iznaddition to the simple calculation re-
- quired, the test taker must also realize that an additional step, -
. conversion to a percentage figure, is implicitly demanded The
discrepancy can be avoided by following the test construction practice
of havi&g a completely self-contained stem. In tﬁe above? example stating
> the quBstion .as, "what is the percentage of the sales tax" can_solve the
problem. Nog the examinee can rely on the stem ér stimulus material to

.

drrive at th wer . ) .

Still another set of information process1ng sﬁll&s is eeded to
‘answer another type of Arithmetic Reasoning item

e t

Joe buys 9 shirts-and pays $1 for a tie..

T : The total'cost is the same as-BilL‘spends

when he buiys 4 shirts and pays® $11 for a
¢ rr!rhat. If all shirts cost the same; what

was the priée of each shirt7 ; . . N
. 1 .~
A $2 SR _
B $3 ‘ . / > - . ) — 2
» C $4 :‘ ’ ! V. ‘ "»"
D $5 . [. )
, ' ) 24 i ] Co, , o .
21 7 ]
@ o/ ¢ ..
- / .
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To answer this item type correctly, the examinee.must set up -and solve
algebraic equations., - ¢ . e )

<

ote that although all the various types of »
itgms require active calculation on the part of the test taker, they
differ in the kind of 1 qrmation requested and the type of process -
. required. In summary, it s that' a patticular response set may be
- . égtabltbhed by a series of itemg/requiring similar information prabessing
- or reasoning.skills.” It is suggested that subsequent dtems should not
— <« “require widely different skills, unless the test is designed to reflect
. the ability to select appropriate processing strategies. Although a
-test 1ike Arithmetic Reasoning may have this purpose, there 3re other
tests that do not. Care should be taken to ensure that wheh items .
X differing with respect ‘to type of reasoning processel required are’in-
-- == -cluded-within a given subtest, the. varied {tetns were included by design
«"gnd,aré necessary to the.purpose of the test. For example,~a varied
sample ‘of . reasoning processes would be. required in the:case of summation
scores where higher scores- are intended to mean moqé ability/mastery
. +  of mathematical priliciples. ‘e )
. X 1" * - . . =i -~
7.2.1. - Too much’ information. .In some items, the examinee will
encounter a mismatch between the amount of information available and
- the amoust needed to solve the problem. A test taker may aiticipate -
ﬂghét all the information givgn in a problem is to be usedin its ' -
solution, only to find out later that some of it is irrelevant. This
3 situation may or may not be desirab}e‘dependink on the tester's purpose.
1f the purpose is to asgess the examinee's ability to ignore irrelevant;
information, including such information is quite appropriate and, in
fact, necessary. This practice is gommonly used in the development of '
theezé—called data gufficiency ité?s found in, a humber of well-Rnown
‘ sts. ’ ' ‘

. It is important to

’

.

- . 1f, -however, the tester'g purpose is to dssess the hqility of the
, examinee to reason from relgfant information, then it seems desirable’
_ to include on{igipformation.kequirgd to solve the problem. Consider
. the following-itlem: ot - - .

o

Two cars started from thelsame,town at'
the same time. One car traveléd,50.miles

" . an hour for & hours. The other car traveled
60 miles an -hour for 8 hours. ‘' Hoy many mlles
farther did the second car travel? .,

—_— ~
A 10
N B 40 _ : N .
- - ¢ 200 S
.“ D- 2;80 ) ) } 3 -
) . ‘ . S » LN "
) ’ - : . ' C = ‘ v
. . 29 235;. -
— - . >
5 ’

T v

IS * [
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) Giving 4dnformation about the starting time- of the two cars leads the

-examinhee to expect that the solution wili in'some way involve the .
arrival and departure times of the cars. Hoyever, the’ information given

in the first sentence of the ipem is unnecessamy for the problem's Y

solution; some would regard t informatfon as completely extraneous.
In essencé, the inclusion of such irrelevant information violates a
principle of language usage that Grice (1967) has labeled the Maxim of
Relation? a principleiassuming that only relevant.information is given.
Violatiorf of this pfinoiple not onmly fails. ) meet basic test constructﬁg
principles but the increased verBiage has panticularly devastating effec
on poor reader§ and normally peOr test performers.prevalent among many
different gocioeconomic 8.” A sociolinguistic application of this
principle to testing wqyld suggest that consi erable effort, ‘should be ‘
.taken ‘to avoidfinclusion of irrelevant information in test items. “M/f’
7.2.2, fficient information. In the example'below, which }
deals with lump-sum versus morithly payments,:it is possible from the "
way the factg-are sqated to suppose that ,the lump-sum figure and, the
sonthly figure dre equivalent,, unless™the test taker stops to calculate
their relationship., '

Y An insurance policy:codts $7.70'a month, -~ . '
or $85(§gea/year. %How much money will a

. person e each year by paying for a -
year's insurance at one time? '

|- e L , .

&

A $5.00 o B . ‘ C°
s B $7.40 -
C $8.40 . N
. D..$92.40 ‘ ‘

Nothing that is overtly stated makegzit clear that- the annual rate is
legb than the monthly rate, and test takers from low-income- backgrodnds
rg¢)imlikely tp be awage that such. is ugsually the case. A simple .
rewording of the item would add to the verbal content but make it |
/hore acceptaUle. } . , i'
The most serious problems of insufficient information involve -those
items that allow’ legitimate alternatige tracks of reasoning and lead to
answexs which are.scored 4s incorrect¥ For example: ', =

o 1 &

Gasoline ctosts 20 cents a gallon before e
taxes.. There is a 20%’ road tax on each® . -
o gallon of gas, as well as a.5% city tax ,
- and a 5% state tax.' What is the total . .
,cost of 8 gaIlons of gasoline? )
A ,$2.08 . . -
B $2\40. ) t o T
g C $2.80 - = S
D é.,so L ]

%,
b
&

o

N\

~s




,§§/ . This item allows for the ~ computation of taxes based eitherx on an.

Rt . accelerated figure or on a constant base price. Using the accelerated

) approach, the ‘examinee would take .20%. of the base. pr1ce‘(20 cents) "and

A add the computed tax A cents) to the bade gjce. Additional taxes

would be applied to -the new total at each step.' Although using this

acceleratéd procedure may not be strictly ‘correct, the currentﬁuse of
the ;ever popular surcharge might make such a choice seem reasonable .to

; many examinees. Since the iteit is intended to assess arithmetic,reason—
ing, not specific gnowledge of tax computations, the apparent ambiguity
should™ probably be rectified by including additional information.’

?

N
at

7.3. The Prindiple of Formality ' e

- . .

3 ¥ - 0
R ~ This principle states that the greater the distance‘betngn the
‘ variety of Epglish familiar to an individual gnd that used in a test,;
the greater will be the potentigl linguistic Aiifficulty for the exam-
*,' dinee. The problem -is more sezigis\;zen ther?/are marked diffefences
‘between the variety of language an ‘individual speaks and.the variety
'§Z§ich‘he must read than when an. individual's spoken ‘usage more nearly
T roximates the written form.  Nonstandard spoken language varieties
- are most characteristically employed by.infrequent readers (who are
often of lower socideconomic class backgro d) and in informal settings.
¢iven that most tests are written in a relatively formal, variety of -
standard English, the principle states t the level of 1ingu1stic
— = 'difficulty would tend to be systematically reater fox individuals from
N .- lower, socioeconomic bagkgrounds and backgrognds where English is fot
- ’ *the primary 1anguage than for those from mggdle—class backgroun s.
’ The type of 1anguage used in testi ften has certain peculiar-
* .. ities that distinguish it from the laiig e of everyday c¢onversation
and even from'the—formal standard English found in other types of writ- "~
iﬁg. For the most part, these differences are in sentence structure
and vocabulary choice, and they Eonstitute, probably the more serious
.and more correctible sources of’potenéial bias in the example test
. *. battery. For example a sentque_ he following, not uncommon,in
- standardized tests, would be glative®ly rare in spoken English'

d ,
‘ . : ihen measurin an unknown voltage\with .
- - a voltmeter, the proper ‘précaution to T
—~ ) . stake is Eo start with the ... . -
P No reduction in clarity or diminution of context would résult from re-
: working this item to read as follows:® ~
S . -~ ) In measuring a voltage with a voltmeter, '
o you should be careful to start by ...
" In this rewording, the vocabulary and the syntactical arrangement con-
- " form more closely to natural convetsation, thereby eliminating the
. e - ‘; £ . s . _
- .- [ S " .
Q T A

-~
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' batrrier resulting from unnecessary formality The content ,of th%?ﬁh
question remains unaffected. 4 v 8 %5?
. ){l u»

Throughout the test, more formal lexical items are consistently ‘ ’ )
chosen ovez more familiar ones. Words like locate (instead of; find)’, - >
obtain (#hdtead of get), fails to (for doesn’ t), and approximateiy .

(instead of about) all refyect such choices. Though certatn other items
may appear to be innocuous, further investigation’ reveals»that there gf P

may be suthe shades of meaning involved which could- lea& to futther ‘
m1Sunderstanding by some test takers (Gordon & Lakoff, 1971; Green,{ " oo

~ L D l

7.4, The Principle éstedundancy Tl S

* The principle of redundancy states that the redundancy—reducing N
rules characteristic of written English may cause difficulty- for exam- -
inee§ whose familiarity with formal written English is limited. These
rules serve to reduce redundancy by deleting information that is
ident1cal to information previously stated,-by converting relative .
clauses to more abbreviated, constructions* and by introducing various .
references to previously ‘mentioned material, . ) '

.

for example, the deletion of .the preposition by in a sentence such' Dt s
as "Bill makes ten dollars a week (by) washing cdars' makes the sentence o
slightly less clear (though perhaﬁs mere, conversational).- Similarly, ‘
the use of a reduced clause construction' in -reference to a container -

. that weighs "1,200 pounds efipty" is less clear than the full construc- L,

tion "1,200 pounds when it is empty." 1In. other items, the kinds of .
reduction allowed by English grammar in comparative sentences may have been
used to the potential disadvantage , ‘of some test takers. When reduction

is applied to comparative sentences ambiguity may be introduced and , ’
comprahension reduced. For example a sentence such as "John has helped

more pegple than Bill" is ambiguous. It can mean "John has helped more

" people than (just), Bill," or "John has helped more people than Bill has - e
helped." It would be better to give the fuller form, "John hgs ‘helped '’
more people, than Bill has helped " iflthat is the intended uggéing. P
* The item below begins with a.complex sentence to whicnhfysyntactiq ' e
deletion rule called "gapping has” been applied.
=, .
. : The running time of a flovie is 1 1/2. hours, _
ﬁmwf””*ﬁ»a% . of”’ tﬁe newsreel 10 minutess of the &artoon : .
- e 8 minutes, and of the coming attractions S, P
C . 7 minutes. At what time would the entire -° . .- .
A N show be over if.it began at 6:50 p.m.? .o " ot - -
WA 8:05 pom. ¢ , : . . ]
B 8:25 p.my+ . ¢ 'S
C 8:55 P. . 4 o
D Some other time ’ g

-
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-empirical data on these questions le

Gapping allows redundant material to be deleted in a series of similar-.
nirructions after it has” been stated in the first member of the series
(e.g., "John ardered fish, and Bill (ordered) liver." Gapped sentences _ . .
may be quite difficult to follow; a very substantial reduction. in.
difficulty might be achieved-in this item by giving the full ungapped
form. In other ‘instances, however, gapping may-be effgctively applied*
to reduce passage length. Inclusion of redundant material often helps
slow readérs, eSpecially_lip readers, and individudis léss familiar with
formhl English to. understand the content of the test itéms. ‘r@
7.4.1. Reading level difficulty, ‘In the above paragraphs it will
be noted that the proposed revisions involving redundancy—redﬁcing rules
‘quite often require an increase in the length of the sentence. Sinae
some of the. more traditional scales for measuring reading difficulty
(such as the one proposed by Flesch (1951)) view reading difficulty as
a function of sentence length and the-number of polysyllabic ds, one
might question the effect of - redundancy-reducing revisions on reading
difficulty. We suggest that perhaps-Flesch's conclusions are more
relevant to some situations than others. For exanple, gome item writers
may employ a style relying on complicated grammatical ¢constructions and °
difficult vocabulary..- To theserwriters, Flesch's gpproach. clearly .
offers a guideline for remedying their stylistic d!iects, especially
.. ¥hen the audience is homogeneous and rélatively proficient in the_ lan-
guage used. But the enlisted military selection tests place demands !
‘on  item writers that “are much more. rigorous, perhaps requiring other ’
measures - than those suggested by Flesch's. Among these other measures
might be the principles suggasted in the previous Section.

L

)

8. Ekperimental Application of Sociolinguistic
A - Principles to Wotd Problems e

'

%
‘¢

The development of new principles or constructs-such as those evolved .

-from a’ sociolinguistic context raise numerous questéons concerning their

utility, methods of application, the reljability dthvalidity with which

their elements can be discriminated, and perhaps their influence on increas- k)
ing the clarity of meaning in written statements (test items). The lack of
‘to the performance of a small .pilot -
study to observe basic rating charaCteristics, responsepatterns, and e
influence of type of subject matter on a rater's judgements. The three
persons who assisted in the development of and were thordughly familar.

with the four principles, i.e., pragmatics, processing, formality, and
“redundancy, were;. requested to rate the items in two sub-tests of the

sample tes -
v 2 i ? ’ - . .
g ~ .

‘ The jidges were asked to indicate whethervpr-nQ\\specific terms

violated the principles and if so, which principles we¥e violated. ~ The

: analysis :indicated. that on one subéest judges, agreed with each’ other

reasonably well. They agreed upon (lg‘the,items which viplatel, sociolinguistic’

3
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principles,” (2) the severity of the violation, and (3) the particular'
* . principle involved. There was a noted lack of agreement, however, between
' the judges on the other subtest with very few indications ‘by two of the .
judges of a violation of socilolinguistic. principles '
- o The degree of relationship found between judges on one of the sub~tests~
suggests that the four principles can, with further experimental refinement,,
. &  be used to identify potential sociolinguistic~problems in tqqf items . S -

8.1 Future Applications : ' -
e . s s- . A
. A thorough applicatlon of sOciolinguistic principles to test develop-
ment _wauld require a more extensive effort than the attempt made in the »
present study. It would entail the following steps: (1) a set of
materials would be examined by socioliﬂguists, who would then formulate "
) a set of principles and adequate .rating scales for dealing with the language
. of tests;’ (2) the resulting principles would be &pplied to a new set of-
materials to produce:tests free from the previously described defects; (3)
unrevised but otherwise identical tests would also be assembled, and the
“two sets of tests would be administered:to -refidom halves of a group of
examinees. Differences i the test séore perfbrmance o?{sxaminees under
each condition-would be noted and subsequently validated“against a relevant
“criterion. These procedures should be repeated using different materials,
groups, and types of subsequent validating performances. Different socio-
linguistic experts could also be employed to develop different principles -
to be examined. . Clearly, the number of possibilities would preclude an
all—inclu\ive investigation. .This should not,fhoweVer, discourage more :
modégt’effo\ts~\ ' . | o
. % - : -
. 9. The" Word Knowledge Subtest,m§yno;yms ‘

R d

1l The Word Knowledge subtest is the only tesﬁ* in the example battery
specifically intended to assess a verbal skill., i If any of the tasks t¢ o
be performed in this subtest are not related tb word knowledge, then B
the content validity of the test might be questioned. For a sociolinguist,
an attempt to establish content validity would entail framing a concept

for the term "word knowledge" and then determining if the items satisfy )

the concept An even more appropriate method would involve writing test
specifications_a§ implied by the concept Since we must deal here with

an existing test the latter approach’is not possible._

!

N <
- -

' . Doing well on the Word Knowledge subtest requires at least three
3 quailities: . the ability to read, a notion of meaning and- synonymy , and
ot a knowledge of a sufficient nugber of words tested Other ‘more subtle
skills one niight, wish to test “include. : ,
, *71. Knowledge of-syntactic constraints (i.,e., knowing into what
- sentence.strubtures'particular-wordsffit), o, -

!
i

\‘1‘:‘:’b ) e ~;' 5 -_"‘ 2730\.’ | -
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2. Knowledge of stylistic comstraints (i.e., kiaowing for what

. linguistic and social settings particular wotrds are[appropriate.

/
.3 Knowledge of«semantic constraints (1 e., know1ng with what
other ddeas partitular words can be«used) B . Co - 3

¢ Morphologicai Jnformatlon (i.e., knowledge of word arigins
and . derivatlons)

P . - - - >
T

5.. Knowledgebof relationships to other words. . :aﬂg
6. Knowledge of the presuppositions implicit in.words, and ° <
their implications. , : - ) )
w . ¢ :
\? - 7. Knowledge of the pronunciationcand spelling of,words.\ J/"

v

The Word Knowledge subtest does not seem to demand all seven of. the
q"'K"nowledges listed above, although each might be helpful Thrs suggests
that there is no full assessment of the examinee 's word knowledge, nor
was one intended.
. - v . .
" But-therd are %roblems encountered in the use of the synonymic form

obeyond the 1im1tations previously described. One type of mismatch is set.

up in the directlons in subtask 2 of the test where tle candidate is
- asked to decide which choice '"most nearly means the same" as the stem word;

in an example the wording shift, incorrectly and unfortunately, to "means °

theé same." Clearly the former more accurately reflects the task than the

latter, since very few words are exact synonyms, though they may be Judged
approximately so. "Mismatches also occur between stem words and correct
alternativesigthree of the most frequent kinds oﬁ such mismatches are
given be10w Ty

55'4 >
9.1. Lack of Semantgc Equlvalence X : (

;{ ‘In the Word Knowledge subtest, knowing whlch of the aLtﬁkﬁasives
carries the same semantic confent is very helpful Experiencé feaches
that one-to-one equjvalence of this kind rarely, if ever, exists. Even .
though a limited set of experiences may yield the judgment that a pair

. of wdrds are synonymoug, only one relatively minor experience is needed |,
.to -disproye the judgment. (See Binnick,.I1971, 1972 and Lakoff (1972)

. for just duch instances of disproof. of snynoymy . ) Even in such a close
pair as sweat/perspiration, ‘the words:are not equivalent in all situa-
- tions; horses sweat,‘'while people perspire. A man lives by the sweat
(not the perspiration) of his brow. The differences are also apparent.
in humour triads such as: I am fitm. You are obstinate, He is a -

pig-headed~fool. . . - N - T
‘/ ; - ' ‘ '.. . ) T
- e
\. “~ L] 4‘ /. 'y .
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’9.gﬁ Scalarity . . . . .

v
.

Language users often behave®as iffan implicit ranking ﬁrocedure
operates for many word pairs.. Words that refer to approximately the
same objects cap differ in relative strength. ‘In the follgwing - .
examples, for instance, a weaker word .is used in the éimple sentences.
The assertions in these sentences aqp‘@ade (stronger if the phrases in
parentheses are added: ’ \
\ , , . " .
She's .intélligent, (, in fact, she's brilliant). .-

.

" The children are happy. (What's more, they're ecstatic)

'd say,this land is pretty (, even beautiful). ‘
Note that revefsing the order of intelligent and brilliant, happy .and
ecstatic, and pretty and ‘beautiful (that is, switching to a stronger
first word) Produces a particular type of verbal -joke. e e

-

-
N v

9.3. Generality L s e
A second type of difference between the'stimulus and response
‘words concerns the distinction between the general and the particular.
Related words, especially those thit are mutually substitutable in at

least some situations,. can be wranked in two very general kinds of
hierarghical “structures gcf. Bever & Rosenbaum, 1970). The following
sentence frames can be uded to detegmine’if either hierd%chy,relates
"to a given pair of words: < % .
- . [ *
is a part of a - .

- is a kind .of -

- s

For words *other thag nouns, minor modifications of the frames will -
yield the. correct judgments., The first blank in each frame will, of
course, be filled by the ,Lless general terq of a pair. Forexample, .
‘quiet-calm and blemigh—defect are such pairs,qthe‘firs} ;zgﬁ'in&each‘
being contained within the hierarchy of the more gener?l second item.

P

“
*
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K g . 10. . Perspective and Prospects
» ¥

[

. . . . ‘-,
- ' The foregoing sections have presented a number of sociolinguistic
consideratiops ,about the use of language in test construction, and have
raised 'a number of issues needing critical examination. The present -
section will review some of these issues from a psychometric perspective
and then suggest steps that might lehd té an appropriate use of socio-
linguistic. techniques¥in testing. ‘ :
,. _l— .
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10.1. Perspective . '

o ) & . < .

-In testing, as in many otheg.areas fn the social sciences, pxac%iée
of the art is difficult because everyone considers himself an "exper >
Therefore, there exist many commonly held beliefs that are unsupported,
.or indeed ,even contradicted, by'evidence. Frequently this evidende is
¥nhown by only a small group of researchers, while the belief is popularly
accepted and widely held. A few such beliefs are:presented and then

‘.’Belief One -- Test language is unnecesgsarily difficult. If simpler:
language were used to pose questions, examinees unaccustomed to academic «
English would perform better. This contentiqn has been .tested by
Bornstein and Chamberlain (1970) who, noting the difficulty of language
in tests of soci3l studies achievement, rewrote test items using simpler
language. They found highly similar performances for the easy and hard

language versions, a finding that is supported by, a similar study -
(Livingston, 1973). ) ‘
3 4 -

A

I+

¥ - Belief. Two --' Pgychological tests are not fair to gtoups who achieve
low average scores.” This belief ignores the need to relate scores to job
performance. The military services' extensive prograﬁs of research' and
development confirm that low scoring personnel may realistically "®e
_expected‘to perform less well on the job thanlyigh scoring personnel.

. Belief Three — ngcholqg}ghl'testa may be valid for most people
but are not related to the performance of minority group members. The
proponents of this belief have been so influential that it is mentioned

in the guidelines developed by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission ,

“(Guidélines in Employee Selettion Procedures, 1970), -and, indeég, there
may' be groups for which the belief is grue. The ext?nsive research

. conducted to date, however, 'shows tests to be equally (valid for minority

. and' majority groupsd. Boehm (1972) and Schmidt et al. (1973) have surveyed
. the literature of validity differences for Blacks and Whites and have
found that, except in a few studies characterized by small samples and
inadequate controls, substantially. lower validities for minority groups
have not beén demonstratéd.: ) S R N
Belief Four -- People who aré unfamiliar with tests are at a dis--
advantage. A little coaching on test taking would improve their scores..
“If this belief were true and if score gains were ,reliable, many examinees
would. be expected to benefit. from égﬁéhing:‘ Unfortunately, such is not
7the case. In three studies sponsoréd by the College Entrance=Examination

Board (Angoff, 1971), coaching was drtempted to.increase test scores. '
These attempts, made at a high-pfestige prii te institdtidn (Dyer,

1953), at-a public institution (French § Dear}¥1959), and at a rural g
school in ‘@ depressed’ area (Robe ts .& Oppenheim, 1966)’, were not success-
ful in raising total test scores. It is currently‘felt;'however, that -

.o - '
. f "y
.
. .
> .
. .
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coaching might- help reducg anxiety for some examinees, and might improve
performance on certain specialized item types. Any such $core gains,
>however are expected to be neither large ‘nor pervasive.

-

~

Although the existing evidence,does ndt support these beliefs,
. some of them are undoubtedly licitly involved dn certain,of the
issues raised in the preceding sectiords. ' In evaluating the discussion
s “in these sections, therefore, the following considerations should be
b kept in mind: - . . - '
1. The sociolinguistic principles and evaluations developed in
this report result from a first attempt on a limited améunt of material
and should not berjudged as a fin shed or final example of scientific
application. . E: 2 .
- ' g ' \ /
24 The principles and evaluations are not to be regarded as
universally true, but applicable only in certain situations. N
‘3. The principles and ,evaluations are' only a small part of the
contribution that might eventually be made by the application of socio—
linguistics to testing. °
- . 4. The principles‘and evaluation?’are not ‘uniquely the property-
‘of sociolinguists; hany of the items identified as defective by socio-
linguists could also have been go identified bx test constructors:for
.8imilar reasons. ] . f {

OThe‘systematic development -and application of sociolinguistic
principles to testing will require much more precise formulation. and
“testing than has occurred to date. Some steps in this direction are v

- suggested balow. . ) 3 j:>'
. - B BN

10.2. rProspects' ‘ . 5 . .

. The adpplication of socfolinguistic principles to test construction
would occur in setting test specifications, writing and reviewing ’tests
and items, and developing interpretive materials. The actual principles
should, to the extent possible be formalized,!and the effectiveness
of their application should be researched,/In light of ‘the plethora
of beliefs that have been substantiated o y otcasionally, research is
particularly important in applications dealing Wi;h population subgroups.

-

L 104201, §pecifications. Test or test battery, construction requires -
.adequate test specifications, regardless of the psipose and contextfof
testing.\\In gsome situations, such as academic selection, there ‘have
been literally hundreds, perhaps thousands, of validity studies. The,
, most effective predictors are well known ‘and can be- ‘specified in advance.

But many situations encountered in the military services require the
s v . . . L3

”
»
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earlyfidentification of those who will perform*wéll on some felagively “

‘unstudied task. In‘this case, a variety.of item typesS must be trjied
to define those appropriate for usé™in a selection\battery. s

h - \

B - }
) Tes and.item specifications should include item type (e.g.y ! <’
analogies, antonyms), content (e.g., verbal ability, automotive infor-
‘mation)ﬁ statistical spécifications (e.g., percent, passing each item
and minimum acceptable item-test correlations) and other important
factors such as’ the number of 'items, testing time, physical format, and
ché%ﬁe‘of directiohs.. In choosing an existing set of directions or in
writing new ans, 4 tester could usefully apply sociolinguistic
principles to make the following.decisions: what kind of directiomns
- «(oral or written) to use, what level of language is appropriate, how . = ¢
much flexibility should be given to test administrators, how to usée - \
imperatives in giving instructions, and what level of ﬁiev;ous expo8ure
to testing to assume for various groups. of examlnees. At pre§en€, N
decisions with respect to these various aspects of directions are based
prima;ily“thlogistical convenience, on existing standardgbractice, and¢ »
on thg.assumpt;dn that identical procedures accompldish equal ekposure.
o Better.specifications ow~better support Aor the existing specifications
. for directions, as well as other asbgcts Qf'fésts, might result from °
'a sound research program. di B .

&

\ ..
° 2

10.2.2. Item writing. The item-writer could have' vailable a set
' . of research results and principles that could”be used in formulating
"items. Some decisions regarding item formgt would, of course, have ¥
‘ipeen made when test specifications were established. For gxample, the
‘use of extraneous or insufficient information would be a 'tter of choice
in some item types, such as those ‘in which the examifiee must determine
which of several given reasons are suﬁficient to establish a stated
.. conclusion. But inadvertent extraneous information might. alserbe use-
- fully included’in arithmetic items. It would, ‘therefore, be helpful
" to an item writer to know when he oQuld legitimately complicate the
wmproblem posed by the itemﬁ and when ‘he could be jhandicapping a group
‘whose subcultural expectation of test taking is ithat all of -the infor-
mation given must_be used. The item writer should have at hand some
- ;ndicaiibn of the effectiveness .of attempts to remove such expectations
_through mqdification of‘directioms. . . <

~ N
[ - '

<

- The iltem writer.must also confront directly:the problem of

- writing difficult items, items in which the’difficufzy arises from the

. nature of  the problém posed, not from the language in ch the prohlem. .
is stated.|{ Perhaps gociolinguistic résearch’cou}d lead®to a separation

of language difficulty and problem difficulty so that onemc2>ld_Iearn<~\..

to pose.hard problems 4in easy language. T

el e
r

10.2.\. Item review.- As with many other créative acts, the

writing.of test items can proceed in two steps: in the first,-the -0

central fdea of the item is conceived and put on paper; in the ‘'second-
. ' EUE N . s

- . - 4 . “$
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the rough idea is developed and polished. The principle of pragmatics.
~ 1s pne that éould he applied in this second stage, since it implies
¢ that an otherwise appropriate problem could discriminate unfairly if '
* ‘put in the wrong tontext. The item'fevieygr should, therefore, be .
relatively frée to.consider background information rejdted to the * ... .
N .language and- culture of ethnic, religious, and sex groups. He should¢3
’ alsq be attuned to the possible implicatiems that such information,
."has for test- items. Eyentually, a'checkliSt of principlés could be
- develope® for use in e _lui&ipg each item for linguistic and cultural - o
. defec%{gs_ .- ‘ ° ' ) ) . @ °.

¢ 10.2.4.° Test review. After assembling the Eést, the items and
v ‘directions should be examined. At this step, thé principle of .
processing would be applicable since ig deals with items in combination.
This principle eﬁphasihéq'that answerdng items having similar content;g . Y

.may require different lagicdl processes. The principle, as stated by

the sotiolinguist, éuggegés that processes should'not_b? mixed. While ".
the tester might not be averse to mixing such processes, he would ]
undoubted;y prefer that it be done intentionally. One aspecf of the ‘
test review, then, wWould _be to check and evaluate possible contradic- '

tions of the princfple of proceéssing. ) - . .

‘
v e

vao o

10.2.5. Pretesting. Good testing practice requires that new items
Vbe administered on a trial basis so that unsuspected Jdefects can be oo
noted. Some major testing organizations copduct programs of pretesting
( and maintain test filesathag contain a record of each'item's statistical '
' performance. In Jight of the previous discussion, it~séems desirable
to keep the results of statisticgl analyses of ktems on Ropu%gtion sub-
groups. It should Be emphasized’that group by itemtinteractions, not
overall group differences, would-pe the most inforpative indigator of °
the quality of items. Angoff and Ford (1973) have long asserted that R
t such comfparisons of item difficulty in groups could be used to identify o
~#  partieularly troublesome items. For example, certain tvol knowledge
items might be more difficult, on the average, for women than fdr-mgn,
since some of the tools mentioned are seldom found outside factorles, ° ' ) .
Ywhich are .traditionally men's domain. More cémmon,tools likely to . )

be found in home .workshbps might be more equally recognized by men :
t and women. . . ) ' Co ) _

°

¢ o

e
. N

10.3% Research. It seems dikely that the full benefits of socio-~' N
linguistics in testing will require an extended period&of'develquent,
application, and evaluation of principles and information. Its organiza- "’
tion, missioﬁﬁ and access to diverse populations makes the military =~ 4?‘
,service better suited to carry -out sychsa pfograﬁ than most other . 7 .
establishments. tilitary personnel research’in the application of socio-
.linguistics to testing could produce results that have valde not only to-

the militaty establiShmest but to ‘industrial and educational{organizatiOnaY-.
This, of course, assumés that the discipline has the  potential and that
research results are disseminated through‘appnppriéte professienalkejournals. °
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* Although a complete formulation of a tesearch program of this' nature is-

\\; Y .~ beyond the scope of the present paper, some aspects. of4such a program .
Tt T are gi{:ﬁ below. ) ' - " .
T {.‘< 10°3.1. Some research topics. Developing a research programfthat
is both comprehensive and relevant.to the requirements of the military
:‘{ establishmbnt goes beyond the resouices!and scope of this paper, 'but

some toplics-can be' 1isted. Clearly, the research required to implement
..., the development and appligation of sociolinguistic principles to the
'~ ="  areas identified in the previous section must address a nuiber of issues. .
", Some of_the-areas_that sociolinguists have felt might be usefully
investigated are listed below: " .

s , e’ 4
L

.

. —- the inélusion of extraneous information in rgasoning ..
. ) ' items, = ‘

- ) -- -the degree to which. the context of reasoning problems

is appropriate to specific subcultures,

# R " —-zhe use of redundant language in test items -and directiohé,

, s —-%the éhénges in the types of'infofﬂation processing that -
{ are required by certain items, :\' ; :
. I .
. { -—- the use of various a gorithm-specific directions on.
coding speed perfo nce, ‘ ’
—- the modification ofiétatements of purposé found in ‘
the directions, ' :

.
¥ u \
M B

L]

i — variations in the degree of flexibility given_tz test 3
“ ‘\\\ administrators, and _ - .
. - . N : . y .
o - -- variations in the level of difficulty of test language
‘ . o (€080, extensions of the Bornsgein and ¢hamberlain,

r.;E!nd Livingston studies).

—~
t

" ' These ideas for' study are given as examples only. Additional ayeas--
varying in the importance of their effegts—-could-be generated ‘also.

o = -

L , .
- At least two lines of research can be identified. One line should
ol help establish the size and direction of effects-on -group test perform-
ance (or on other indicators of 1?pact) resulting: from systematic ‘
;f_manipulationfoi the factors liste above{ This line of Tegearch might ~ .-
" pe viewed as useful 'in establishing the validity ofgsociolinguistic )
concepts. Such exblofatorf studies mdy not have immediate application,
but they should prove useful in éstablishing whether the observed- data .
behave in’'a way that -8 consistent wkth the theory on-which the tech- ~
‘nigués are based. oo o . - .

.
o
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Another line of research is directed at more specific determination
of the effects of applying s@ciolinguistic techniques to personnel test
situations. These effects are reflected in-such test statistiés as the
_distribution of item difficulties and in predictiVe"validity coefficients.

- This approach is consistent with both the goal of changing the align- . .
ment of various population groupé and the goa2l of making this alignment
more consistent with subsequent performance - To mgke test langudge

agy- at the expense of atesting relevant, but difficult, concepts will

not be useful. ‘Therefore, in addition to understanding the.effects

- .of sociolinguistic manipula;ions of tests, investigations.-mist also be

-~ useful in choosing techniques that will result In more effective
“ personnel selection procedures

"

-10.3.2. Scientific approach Social scientists, particularly
psychologists, long agoTlearned that single—factor experiments can lead
to confusing and -perhaps' contradictory resulgs They are, therefore,
aware of the importance of factorial experiments that simultaneously
wvary several fadtors.* For example, it seems perfectly reasonable to
suppose .that the results of changing the motivating effect 9? directions

>vould not be the same for examinees coming from different backgrounds .-
Specifically, it is hard to imagine that changes in the directions
given .in a tool knowledge test could be expected to have the same .
effect on a person enlisting for a medical job and one seeking training
in altomdbile maintenance. Finding the kind and size of any exiatﬁgg
‘difference requires the simultaneous vqiiation of the group tested —
,and the type_gf—directions given

»

~,
.

One can see from’the few examples above that the list of possible
factors is .too long to include each one.in £ grand factorial experi- ’
. ment; including only two levels of each of the eight factors listed in
the, previous section would require 256 experimental groups . Conduct-
:Sg'such an.experiment would be extremely complex, dhd certainly<§'ﬁ
ond anything that’has to date proved manageable in the field o
personnel testing. A prébgrammatic series. of experiments,aimed -at the
systematic development, testing, ‘and application of sociolinguistically-
b sed hypotheses- relatedétd/test performance seems much more reasonable.
This 18: simply to sugges in the tradition of scientific practice, that
) ozderly, sequential development and experimentation steps ‘be implemgented.
*10.3.3. Implementation. The suggested research approach undoubtedly
requires a sustaihed effort. .- Because of the extensive,administration
—of_ ‘the current joint services: selection test, Armed SerVices Vocational
Aptitude Battery, at the high school level, it would seem that this.popu-
' . lation (and its subpgylations) would be suitable for research studies
for which contracts ed on either solicited or unsolicited proposals
might be, awarded. Most of the data,<however, could come from the-testing
of incumbent military personnel. These data might be efficiently gathered
and analyzed byrusing,. appropriate experimental designs overlaid on
data collection-efforts conducted in connection with other military

. L 35 ‘e~ .
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personnel me.sear:ch\(.i In this manner, data might serve the needs of both
sociolinguistic and military perspunel researthers. T

. It is'difficﬁgt to discuss organizational methods to reach a goal -

- 8o abstrdct ag that of "identifying and developing sociolinguistic,

.;principles for app ication .fo test construction." It is, therefofe;

. suggested that perhaps teams of specialists composed of sociolinguistic
‘and measurement experts could be allowed to inspect existing personnel
t%sta; be informed about anticipated development efforts, and be
encouraged to propose research projects pertinent to the goal at hand.
Afi;f recommendations are received from those teams 'and studies completed
by them, the most probable Aress of development and the mosf useful
-organizational arrangements should become clearer. A"reasonable ..

immediate outlook is for the déyelopment of item eval'uation checklists

to assure proper and careful attention to good test construction -

principles, from,both a pgychometric and a sociolinguistic point of view.
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