Lang, J.W.B., & Corstjens, J. (in press). Key episodes in the history of testing in Central
Western Europe. In S. Laher (Ed.), Comparative histories of psychological assessment.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Key Episodes in The History of Testing in Central Western Europe

Jonas W. B. Lang
Department of Human Resource Management and Organizational Psychology, Ghent
University and Business School, University of Exeter

Jan Corstjens
Department of Human Resource Management and Organizational Psychology, Ghent
University

This chapter focuses on the development of modern testing in the Dutch, German, and
French-speaking parts of Europe (France, The Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Germany,
most parts of Switzerland, Austria, and the South Tirol region of Italy). Some early forms of
selection testing in this region of the world can be traced back as far as the Roman empire where
officers and soldiers were selected through systematic assessment procedures during a period of
probation before they were fully accepted into the Roman army (Stout, 2018). However, the start
of modern psychometric testing happened much more recently toward the end of the 19" and
early 20" century, and the region has played a pivotal role. The purpose of this chapter is to
highlight some key moments in this history.

Wilhelm Wundt, Experimental Psychological Laboratories, and Early Testing

An important antecedent of the development of psychometric testing was the
development of experimental psychology. In 1879, Wilhelm Wundt had opened the first
psychological laboratory at the University of Leipzig, then a part of the newly formed German
Empire. Wundt had worked with the famous psychophysiologist Hermann von Helmholtz at the
University of Heidelberg and was interested and was interested in applying rigorous scientific
measurement methods developed for psychophysiological measurement to the systematic
measurement of psychological experiences. Soon after Wundt opened his laboratory in Leipzig,
other psychological laboratories followed like the ones of Gustav Elias Miiller in Géttingen and
Hermann Ebbinghaus at the University of Berlin (Sprung & Sprung, 2001). Psychological
laboratories typically had a set of devices to record reaction times, movements, or perceptions.
One characteristic of early experimental psychology that resulted from its development from
psychophysiology and psychology was a keen interest in the scientific measurement of
psychological states. Early experimental psychologists defined psychological experiments by
rigorous and repeatable measurement of psychological states and not necessarily by experimental
manipulations (Stern, 1911; Wundt, 1883).

The development of experimental psychology was not restricted to its origin in Germany
and soon spread to other countries like the United States and France. Frequently, foreign students
traveled to Leipzig to study with Wundt and learn the new science of psychology. These students
then took their knowledge and expertise home and psychological laboratories opened at
universities like Clark (Nicolas & Young, 2014), Cornell, and later Harvard in the United States.
Several famous early American and UK psychologists wrote their doctoral thesis with Wundt in



German. Notable figures include Charles Spearman from the UK and Titchener from the US.
The founding father of psychology in the United States—William James—also studied briefly
with Wundt but never worked in his laboratory (Gundlach, 2018). He later hired Hugo
Miinsterberg—also a former doctoral student of Wundt to built the psychological laboratory at
Harvard University (Blatter, 2014). The new discipline was also well received in France,
Belgium, and in the Netherlands where a psychological laboratories were opened at the Sorbonne
University and the Salpétriere University Hospital in Paris (Nicolas, 2006; Nicolas & Young,
2014), at the Catholic University Leuven in 1891 (Richelle, Janssen, & Bredart, 1992), and at the
University of Groningen in 1892 (Busato, van Essen, & Koops, 2013).

From an early point in time, experimental psychologists that were trained and inspired by
Wundt were interested in studying individual differences in mental capacity and talent. This
work extended an article on the measurement of psychological states by Wundt himself (Wundt,
1883). The most well-known of these students was James McKeen Cattell. Cattell wrote a
dissertation with the title Psychometrische Studien (Cattell, 1886a) that was also published in
Wundt’s journal Philosophische Studien (Cattell, 1886b). This early work studied relatively
basic tasks, like for instance, the time it takes to recognize German words. In addition to the
work of his doctoral advisor Wundt, Cattell also was inspired by the work of the English
statistician and eugenicist Francis Galton who advocated the use of statistical methods and
argued that human characteristics follow a bell-shaped normal distribution. Cattell later
developed a series of basic cognitive measures at Columbia University in a first attempt to
measure intelligence. However, one of his own students—Clark Wisseler—found evidence that
these basic measures did not correlate highly with each other or with relevant outcome variables
(Wissler, 1901) which was discouraging to Cattell and many of his contemporaries especially in
the eugenics movement (Fancher, 1985; Wickett, 1998; Wissler, 1901).

Another Wundt-trained psychologist who contributed to the early development of
psychological measurement was Charles Spearman. Spearman’s seminal work on general
intelligence (Spearman, 1904) was related to Cattell’s earlier work and was also inspired by
Galton. Both Cattell and Spearman relied on combining Galton’s work with ideas around
psychometric and psychological measurement that they had picked up in Wundt’s lab in order to
apply these insights in practice. Their focus on application differed from the perspective of their
mentor who had high methodological and philosophical standards and believed that this type of
application could only happen after the young discipline had developed—these views typically
led to some distance between Wundt and the scholars he had trained (Fahrenberg, 2012).
Spearman also focused on developing new statistical and psychometric methods like correlation
coefficients and factor analysis methodology. He presented some of this work at the first
congress of the newly founded German association for experimental psychology (later the
German Psychology Association) in 1904 (Schumann, 2004).

Alfred Binet and the Measurement of Intelligence

In the 1891, the experimental psychological laboratory of the Sorbonne University in
Paris was joined by an ambitious young researcher—Alfred Binet (see Figure 1). The Sorbonne
laboratory had been founded and was led by the physiologist Henry Beaunis on the initiative of
the founding father of French psychology Théodule Ribot. Binet had previously worked with
Jean Martin Charcot at the Salpétriére hospital. Charcot was famous for his work on hypnosis but
he also had an interest in experimental psychology and had started his own psychological
laboratory at the Salpétriere university hospital. Binet quickly became an important member of
the Sorbonne laboratory and finally its director in 1893. Binet was ambitious in trying to ensure



that French experimental psychology would catch up with German and American experimental
psychology (Binet, 1894; Nicolas & Young, 2014). In addition to his work on hypnosis with
Charcot, he had developed an interest in developmental psychology and had monitored the
development of his two daughters (Siegler, 1992). However, the young Binet was not really
satisfied with these earlier approaches and was thus interested in the new discipline of
experimental psychology and the work in laboratories. In his laboratory work, Binet showed an
interest in measurement early on and developed or refined several devices to measure basic
individual differences (Nicolas, 2006). Binet was a member of the Society for the Psychological
Study of the Child and in this capacity he and other members were approached by governmental
Commission for the Retarded with the request to advise on a test for identifying children with
learning disabilities. In response to this request, Binet collaborated with the then young medical
student Théodore Simon and combined his earlier experiences from developmental psychology
with his expertise with measuring psychological states. The result was the first modern approach
to intelligence testing (Binet & Simon, 1907; Schneider, 1992). Binet and Simon’s contribution
was especially noteworthy because they went beyond earlier approaches that mainly focused on
measuring perceptual speed and basic cognitive function. In contrast, Binet and Simon included
more complex cognitive tasks into their scale. Binet and Simon were mostly concerned with
individual diagnosis but in allowing for individual diagnosis they also gathered normative
information for populations in the way Galton and his followers had recommended. Binet and
Simon’s work is remarkable because modern intelligence testing is still heavily based on the core
task that they suggested more than a century ago. The Binet-Simon test became popular
internationally because it solved the issues that Cattell was confronted with and thus was
enthusiastically received and popularized especially in the US by Goddard and Terman
(Benjamin, 2009; Terman, 1916). Although popular abroad, Binet’s work gained less traction in
France (Schneider, 1992). One potential reason was that French researchers and the French
public in large parts were interested and fascinated by graphology (the idea that the style of
handwriting — not its content — allows for insights into the writer’s personality or psychological
state). Binet initially rejected graphology but subsequently worked on graphology in
collaboration with a graphologist in the years in which he also conducted work on intelligence in
children (Nicolas, Andrieu, Sanitioso, Vincent, & Murray, 2015). Binet suggested the use of the
Binet-Simon intelligence scale or similar measures in the military after reading about the use of
tests with mentally ill German soldiers but those ideas gained not the same traction as in the US
where a modified form of Binet’s and Simon’s test was used to systematically screen soldiers for
world war 1. One reason why intelligence testing was less popular in France in Binet’s time and
was largely used for children and psychiatric patients was the fact that France traditionally had a
centralized system with a governmentally organized education system. This system included
state exams. Because these exam scores were available for all recruits/school graduates and
widely accepted there was less need to introduce a standardized measure in comparison to the
US with its more decentralized and heterogenous educational system (Schneider, 1992).
William Stern, and the Foundation of Differential Psychology

A German psychologist who was inspired by Cattell’s work on the application of
statistical methods to testing was William Stern (see Figure 2). Stern had studied under Herman
Ebbinghaus at one of the early experimental psychology laboratories at the University of Berlin
and also had a keen interest in developmental psychology. Today, Stern is mostly known for
suggesting the term “IQ” or “Intelligenzquotient” to track children’s cognitive development
(Stern, 1914). Arguably, his most important influence on the field of individual difference



research and testing is his work on differential psychology (Stern, 1900, 1911) and especially
Stern’s 1911 book “Die differentielle Psychologie in ihren methodischen Grundlagen”. The book
introduced key conceptual ideas on individual differences. While earlier work had typically
discussed “measurement”, Stern developed the conceptual foundation of modern individual
difference and personality research. He first discussed traits (“Merkmale’) and described
differential psychology and testing as a separate applied discipline (see Figure 3). The book is
less well-known outside the German speaking world because it was not translated but early
individual difference researchers in other parts of the world read and cited it heavily. For
instance, Gordon Allport was a student of William Stern in the 1920s in Hamburg and the first
chapter of Gordon Allport’s classic personality introduction book not only discusses Wundt’s
work but also many of Stern’s ideas and cites both (Allport, 1937; Asendorpf, 1999).
Hugo Miinsterberg and the First Selection Tests

Another former doctoral student of Wundt that was already briefly mentioned because of
his association to Harvard and William James is Hugo Miinsterberg (Benjamin, 2006; Blatter,
2014; Stern, 1917). Miinsterberg wrote several influential books on the application of
psychological methods. His 1912 book (Miinsterberg, 1912) “Psychologie und Wirtschaftsleben:
Ein Beitrag zur angewandten Experimental-Psychologie® is commonly seen as the starting point
for modern industrial and organizational psychology and Miinsterberg is therefore also typically
seen as the or one of the two founding fathers of industrial and organizational psychology in the
US (Spillmann & Spillmann, 1993; Vinchur & Koppes, 2007). The book was initially published
in German and then translated by the author and published in English a year later as “Psychology
and industrial efficiency (Miinsterberg, 1913). Relevant to the history of testing, the 1912 book
includes arguably one of the first successful applications of psychometric testing in an applied
setting beyond educational and developmental contexts. A common problem at the time was the
high number of traffic accidents. Modern cities increasingly adopted electric trams and these
trams were responsible for a large number of traffic victims. Miinsterberg successfully developed
psychometric tests designed to select tram drivers and normed them on the basis of comparing
tram drivers with many accidents with those with less accidents. Miinsterberg also reported
selection procedures for sailors and ideas about vocational tests. A new element in the 1912 book
that went beyond earlier testing was the idea to match tests to the specific requirements of the
job.
Otto Lipmann, William Stern, Institutes of Applied Psychology and the First Journal of
Applied Psychology

While testing and particularly intelligence testing were less commonly used in the
military, especially German psychologists initially enthusiastically applied testing in the military
for more specific selection tasks, in organizations, and in vocational counseling (Gundlach, 1996,
2002; Vinchur & Koppes, 2010). William Stern is today widely known as an individual
difference researcher and developmental psychologist. However, Stern was also an early
industrial and organizational psychologist. Stern had come up with the German term
“Psychotechnik” (Psychotechnology) that Miinsterberg popularized in Germany (Gundlach,
1996, 2002) and captured the idea that psychology could be utilized as a form of technology.
Stern extensively collaborated with Otto Lipmann—also a former student of Ebbinghaus.
Lipmann and Stern led a trend toward the formation of a series of institutes of applied
psychology in Germany. Most of these institutes sough collaboration with business organization
but also more broadly with educational institutions and the government. Some of these institutes
were linked to universities and directly sought to apply psychological methods and particularly



testing methods in organizations just like Miinsterberg had suggested (Vinchur & Koppes, 2010;
Viteles, 1923). Psychotechnology as a movement also catched over to the Netherlands, where the
the lab at University of Groningen conducted early testing for selection of telephonists and high-
currency workers and the city of Amsterdam opened one of the first psychotechnics laboratories
(Haas, 1995; van Strien & Dane, 2001), and Switzerland, where Edouard Claparéde founded the
Association Internationale de Psychotechnique (later the International Association of Applied
Psychology) in 1920 (Roland-Lévy, 2020).

The most well-known of the early psychotechnology/applied psychology institutes was
Stern and Lipmann’s Institut fiir Angewandte Psychologie und psychologische Sammelforschung
in Berlin. Stern and Lipman implemented one of the first systematic approaches for vocational
consulting at the Weimar-republic department of labor in the late 1920s and early 1930s. Stern
and Lipmann also founded the “Zeitschrift fiir Angewandte Psychologie und psychologische
Sammelforschung” in 1908 (known as the ,,Zeitschrift fiir Angewandte Psychologie from 1916
onward). The journal existed until 1933 when it was banned by the newly appointed Nazi
regime. The journal published many early papers on the application and development of tests and
preceded the American Journal of Applied Psychology by almost a decade even though the
contents of the journal did not only include topics related to testing. Stern and Lipmann also
initiated an influential book series with the title Schriften zur Psychologie der Berufseignung und
des Wirtschafislebens (Papers on the Psychology of Vocational Aptitude and Industrial
Efficiency). This paper series had almost the character of a journal and included many early
papers on the use of testing in applied settings (see Figure 4) and the young field of vocational
testing (e.g., Lipmann, 1921). Contributor to the series were also two of the first widely known
female applied psychologists, Hildegard Griinbaum-Sachs and Franziska Baumgarten.
Baumgarten later also wrote several books on applied psychology and especially on testing that
were widely circulated in the 1930s (Daub, 2011; Richebicher, 2010) including the seminal book
Die Berufseignungspriifungen: Theorie und Praxis (Vocational Testing: Theory and Practice;
Baumgarten, 1928). Another well-known early applied psychologist was Walter Moede. Moede
was a former assistant of Wundt (Moede, 1919, 1920) and studied selection. He was also an
early pioneer of the assessment of teams and contributed to the emergence of social psychology.
The Exodus From Germany

Many leading figures in German and Austrian psychology of the late 1920s and early
1930s including Stern and Lipman were Jewish or were critical of the right-wing parties and the
general political climate that started to emerge in the Germany of the 1920s. One key element of
the climate of the time was the so-called “Dolchstosslegende”. According to this widely
circulated story the German army was never defeated in the field and was actually close to
winning World War I. The Nazis finally took over power in Germany in 1933 with the election
of Hitler to the chancellor position (equivalent of a prime minister). This change ended the career
of many leading figure in psychological testing with a Jewish background but also created many
new opportunities for others like Moede who was a member of the Nazi party.

The victims of the Nazi regime among psychologists include not only psychologists
interested in testing and measurement like William Stern, Otto Lipman, but also important
figures of the broader discipline of psychology like Wolfgang Kéhler, Max Wertheimer, Kurt
Lewin, or Otto Selz (Liick, 2011; Sprung & Sprung, 2001). A large number of these important
figures left Germany and Austria in the 1930s and mostly found a new home in the United
States. However, some scholars like Otto Selz were directly killed by the Nazi regime (Otto Selz
died in a concentration camp). The Lipmann-Stern era in Berlin and Hamburg found an infamous
end when students who were members of the Nazi organization SA (Sturmabteilung) lay waste



on Lipmann’s Berlin institute. Lipmann decided to end his life (Lutz von Rosenstiel, 1985).
Shortly thereafter, Stern emigrated to the US via the Netherlands and taught at Duke university
until his death. Past his prime, he started his first lecture in the US with the words “First: I realize
that my English is imperfect ... This is the first English lecture I have ever given, and so you will
have not only instruction, but also occasion for amusement [...].” (Probst, 2014).
Wehrmachtpsychologie Testing

The new regime fostered psychological research that seemed closer to the new Nazi
ideology and also related disciplines like most notably heredity research that were later heavily
associated with war crimes like the work of Otmar Freiherr von Verschuer at the Kaiser Wilhelm
Institute of Anthropology focusing on eugenics and human heredity. Within psychology, the
change was mostly gradual. Psychologists still endorsed the experimental-scientific ideas of
psychotechnology but tried to combine them with theoretical framework known as
Ausdruckspsychologie (expression psychology) and Charakterologie (characterology).
Ausdruckspsychologie was developed from the start of the 20 century from graphology and
largely was based on the idea that careful and observation of nonverbal behavior would allow
inferences about an individuals’ personality characteristics (Haas, 1995; Manteufel, 2006).
Ausdruckspsychologie-ideas had links to Gestalt psychologists like Karl Biihler (1933) and the
notion that a person should be judged “as a whole” (Fitts, 1946; Highhouse, 2002). However,
during the time of the Nazi regime, Ausdruckspsychologie was also linked with physiogonomy-
related ideas (the practice of assessing a person's character or personality from their outer
appearance) and associated with psychologists like Ludwig Klages, who was openly antisemitic,
and Philipp Lersch, who enthusiastically supported Hitler and the Nazi euthanasia programs
(Ellgring, 1981; Geuter, 1985).

The exodus of leading figures in German vocational testing because of their Jewish
heritage or opposition to the Nazi regime opened up space for another group of psychologists.
During the years of the Weimar republic, the newly founded army of the new republic faced
selection problems. The Treaty of Versailles had limited the number of soldiers in the army
considerably so that systematic selection of officers was necessary. The world economic crisis
emphasized this trend even more so that even the selection of soldiers required selection
procedures. To address this need, the army of the Weimar republic started special military
psychology unit that was led by Max Simoneit from the 1930s and exclusively included male
psychologists (Geuter, 2008). The unit saw massive growth during the 1930s and conducted
careful selection examinations of all officers and later also with specialists of lower ranks.
Simoneit was initially not a member of the Nazi party when he was appointed (Bonner, 1986;
Liick, 2015). He wrote several books on the psychology of soldiers. Today, he is possibly most
well-known for extending and further developing the heterogenous batteries of psychometric
tests and practical tasks under observation both individually and in groups used by the
Wehrmachtspsychologie. This battery later provided the inspiration for test batteries developed
and used by the British War Officer Selection Board and the US Office of Strategic Services (p.
3; The OSS Assessment staff, 1948) and subsequently the basis for the use of similar methods in
business organizations after the war where they developed into what is today known as the
assessment center (Wiggins, 1973).

As the war progressed, the Wehrmachtpsychologie lost a lot of its influence during 1942
because of the need to recruit rather than select in the changed circumstances of the war and the
number of tests markedly decreased during 1942 (Geuter, 2008). In this time period, Simoneit
joined the Nazi party—possibly in an effort to improve the standing of the organization he lead



(Liick, 2015). Nevertheless, the Wehrmachtspsychologie was ultimately dissolved at the end of
1942 and Simoneit became a soldier and fought on the east front (Geuter, 1985; Liick, 2015).
After the war, former members of the Wehrmachtpsychologie took over many of the vacant
faculty positions in postwar Germany so the ideas of the former Wehrmachtspsychologie had a
latent influence on German psychology into the 1960s and 1970s (Bonner, 1986; de Lorent,
2017). Simoneit himself did not get a position and instead worked as an independent
scholar/psychologist after the war (Bonner, 1986; Liick, 2015).

Dutch Psychometrics and CITO

Before and during World War II, Dutch interest in assessment and testing was largely
restricted to efforts by individual researchers in the Groningen lab and in industry to apply
psychotechnology to practice (Haas, 1995; van Strien & Dane, 2001). The majority of Dutch
university psychology had largely been influenced by sociological thinking and testing rarely
went beyond a Dutch translation of Binet-styled intelligence testing and its pragmatic application
(Mulder & Heyting, 1998). This situation broadly changed in the 1950s when Dutch
psychologists became interested in the methods that American testing researchers had developed
during the 1930s (Heijden & Sijtsma, 1996). One important figure in the early development of
testing in the Netherlands was A. de Groot—a professor at the University of Amsterdam who
was a former head of the psychology section of the psychology section at the Philipps company.
De Groot founded the Research Instituut voor de Toegepaste Psychologie (RITP) in 1957 where
he developed tests for education and selection. De Groot visited the Educational Testing Service
in 1958 and tried to implement ideas and technologies developed at ETS in the Netherlands. His
school tests were widely used from the 1950s and his efforts culminated in the founding of the
‘Centraal Instituut voor Toetsontwikkeling” (CITO; National Institute for Educational
Measurement) at Arnhem in 1968 as a central body for the development of tests in the
Netherlands.

Dutch testing psychology from early on was interested in item-response and Rasch
methods that developed after the initial publication of the Rasch model by the Dane Georg Rasch
in 1960. An important figure in this movement was R. J. Mokken—a political scientist by
training who worked on the application of IRT methods at the University of Amsterdam.
Another important figure in the development of testing in the Netherlands was J. P. van de
Geer—a professor at the University of Leiden who organized several meetings on the new
methods of Rasch and IRT measurement in the 1960s and 1970s and created a climate that was
fruitful for young psychometricians and which led to the success of many well-known Dutch
testing and psychometric scholars like De Leeuw, Wim Van der Linden, Ten Berge, Molenaar,
Sijtsma and Meijer (Heijden & Sijtsma, 1996).

Internationalization and Critical Psychology

The years after the second world war were characterized by the adoption of US American
assessment instruments for clinical, organizational, and educational practice in especially the
Dutch-speaking part of Central Western Europe and increasing internationalization (Haas, 1995;
van Strien & Dane, 2001). In German-speaking part, a similar adoption occurred to a lesser
degree and with some delay (Pawlik, 1994; Sprung & Sprung, 2001). Two developments
hampered internationalization. First, many of the former Wehrmachtpsychologen were accepted
into influential university positions, continued to focus on Ausdruckspsychologie after the war
and into the early 1970s, and affected the policies of the German society of psychology (that also
includes members from Austria and Switzerland). A second development that lead to clashes
within the German-speaking world was the emergence of the critical psychology movement. The



early West German state still had many former Nazis in important positions and especially young
students rebelled against this situation which ultimately fueled the West German student protests
of the late 1960s and early 1970s. Critical psychology partly fulfilled a desire for questioning the
status quo. The core idea behind the critical psychology movement led by Klaus Holzkamp was a
critique of the third-person perspective of “traditional” psychology, its focus on method over
content, and the neglect of the role of society and the context in especially the development of
clinical “disorders” (Motzkau & Schraube, 2015; Teo, 1998). The goal of proponents of critical
psychology was to substitute critical psychology with a psychology from the perspective of the
subject. One element of critical psychology was a critique of tests as a method in daily clinical
practice because of the artificial nature of test situations and the tendency of tests to be removed
from the specific situation of the individual (Rexelius, 1988).

In the French-speaking part of central Europe, internationalization occurred even slower
than in the German-speaking part. As noted previously, the tests that Binet had developed were
widely used but surprisingly not very frequently in France in his time. However, this trend
continued after world war II and until today to some degree. In addition to cultural differences
with other countries like the US (Carson, 2007), one reason for the low popularity of Binet’s
work was likely his early death and the comparably greater attention to more fundamental
researchers like Piaget (Lautrey & Ribaupierre, 2004; Schneider, 1992). Some authors have also
suggested that Binet had few followers because of how he interacted with his coworkers
(Schneider, 1992). Instead of a focus on testing and assessment, French psychology and
especially clinical psychology has long been influenced by psychoanalytic work and especially
the psychoanalytic theories of the Frenchmen Jacques Lacan (Botbol & Gourbil, 2018; Hook,
2017). Lacan had critical views on behavioral methods and also psychoanalytic work in the ego-
psychology tradition that is popular in the US. During the student protests of the late 1960s that
also occurred in France, tests were also frequently criticized by left-leaning intellectuals in a
somewhat similar way like German critical psychology did (Lautrey & Ribaupierre, 2004).
University-Entry selection in Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands

The Dutch CITO example did not necessarily broadly translate to the surrounding
countries. However, one notable exception is traditionally the selection of medical students. At
the start of this chapter, the situation of testing in France was already discussed and the fact that
a largely standardized education system typically makes the broad use of tests for the entry to
university and the military less of a necessity when exam grades from these school exams can be
used for selection (Carson, 2007). France and Germany have traditionally used this system.
Validity studies also typically find that selection tests do not predict much additional variance
beyond these central exams (Schuler & Hell, 2008). Other central European countries refrain
from explicit selection in large parts like Belgium and Austria and instead use the first year of
university education to select students. Although costly, the approach typically leads to broader
acceptance in society and the common hope is that it increases fairness especially when paired
with non-existing or low student fees. One notable exception to the broad absence of tests in
university selection, however, has traditionally been medical education because of the high costs
of educating medical professionals. The need for selection medical education has led to the
development of specific selection tests. The largest of these programs is likely the German Test
fiir medizinische Studienginge (TMS) that is also used in Austria and Switzerland in somewhat
adapted form. The TMS was developed in the 1970s. Because of declining interest in medical
education the test fell out of favor for a time but since 2007 it has experienced a resurgence and
is now very widely used again in combination with school grades and may be the largest



European selection program with more than 15,000 yearly participants (Chenot, 2009; Trost et
al., 1998; Zimmerhofer & Trost, 2008). Belgium also successfully uses a centralized test for the
selection of medical students (Lievens, Ones, & Dilchert, 2009).

The specific characteristics of central European education systems notwithstanding the
globalization of education, and the fact that a larger percentage of the population seeks to attend
university has recently lead to an increased interest in the use of selection tests to select
international students and graduate students. Traditionally, most central European university
education systems did not distinguish between bachelor and master-level so that a selection from
undergraduate to master-level graduate education was not necessary. This situation has recently
changed with the Bologna reforms also broadly separating European university education into an
undergraduate and graduate part and there is new interest in the use of tests for graduate student
selection (Schwager, Hiilsheger, Bridgeman, & Lang, 2015).

Modern Use of Tests in Organizations

In more recent years, the use of tests in governmental and business organizations in
central Europe shows some variation across countries and industries (Lievens, 2007) and with
the more commonly studied US context. However, overall these variations are typically smaller
than many applied psychologists may expect. One important difference between central Europe
and other parts of the world has long been that the legal situation made the use of inappropriate
selection devices and procedures much less of a risk than, for instance, in the US. This situation
has traditionally opened up the markets for non-scientific procedures (Kanning, 2010). One
reason for this situation is that central European laws typically penalize the loss of immaterial
goods in civil law not very highly. Accordingly, the risk in using an inappropriate selection
procedure for an organization is typically lower than in countries with UK/US style legal
systems. Additionally, countries in central Europe—with the exception of the Netherlands and
France to some degree—mostly do not have easily identifiable racial minorities and instead have
cultural, linguistic, and religious minorities making it more complex to identify and
systematically study minority differences. An exception was a debate in Germany after the
reunification when researchers discovered that East-German test participants in personnel
selection typically had lower scores on certain measures (Kersting, 1995).

Overall, the legal and political situation in western Europe leaves the decision to
implement evidence-based selection programs more strongly to the initiative of specific
organizations and decision makers. One example for such an initiative is the use of Thurstonian-
inspired selection tests in the selection of German governmental employees. This research
program was initiated by a newly founded institute after the wear—the German Society for
Personnel Selection (DGP; Deutsche Gesellschaft fiir Personalwesen) and its head Adolf Otto
Jager and resulted in the development of the Wilde Intelligence Test (Althoff & Jéger, 1981).
This measure was used more than 500,000 times in the 1950 and 1960s and is longer and more
comprehensive than most other measures of intelligence (Lang, Kersting, Hiilsheger, & Lang,
2010). Jager later became a professor at the University of Berlin and focused on more
fundamental intelligence research. However, a revised version of his more modern test—the
BIS-r-DGP is still widely used in selection in Germany (Beauducel & Kersting, 2002).

Another initiative with the goal to improve the use of tests in Western Europe is the
development of testing quality criteria systems in the Netherlands and Germany (Evers, Sijtsma,
Lucassen, & Meijer, 2010; Hagemeister, Kersting, & Stemmler, 2012; Hornke & Kersting, 2004;
Kersting, 2008). These evaluation systems go somewhat beyond the US standards for testing by
not only providing a set of guidelines but also an institutional structure that supports the



implementation of these guidelines. The German DIN33430 system builds on the infrastructure
of the widely known institute for normation that focuses on norms for technical products or
services across a large range. The DIN33430 includes the requirement for special training and
focuses on the certification of people. People who want to get certified simply need to pass an
exam. Psychology departments increasingly make an effort to teach the key skills for passing this
exam already in their curriculum. An initiative related to the DIN33430 is the TBS-TK system
(Diagnostik- und Testkuratorium der Féderation Deutscher Psychologenvereinigungen, 2018).
TBS-TK focuses on tests (and not people). Test are reviewed by two independent reviewers who
write a report together. The test reviews are then published by a leading German psychology
journal. Like TBS-TK, the Dutch COTAN system focuses on evaluation tests (Evers et al.,
2010). While TBS-TK is based on evaluations by reviewers, COTAN focuses more on threshold-
based guidelines. Like the DIN33430 system, COTAN also publishes test evaluations of Dutch-
speaking tests.

Outlook and Trends

Our review of key episodes in the development of testing in Central Western Europe has
shown that many key innovations came from this region of the world until the middle of the last
century. We conclude this chapter with some speculation about future developments in selection
and testing specific to this part of the world.

One recent trend is the increasing use of testing and assessment for quality control in
education especially in the Netherlands and Germany so that psychometric methods have a more
indirect role in improving education and higher education outcomes. Universities in Central
Europe are increasingly interested in recruiting international students and this creates a new need
to assess foreign applicants for Western European universities and organizations and there is also
an increasing trend for students within Europe to study in other countries. A similar trend toward
globalization also exists in business organizations and this trend creates and increasing need to
use testing to compare applicants and employees across countries and language barriers. We
expect that these trends will continue.

A second trend affects the education and training of psychologists as one major source of
psychometric knowledge and expertise in testing. Traditionally, the education of psychologists in
Central Western Europe was relatively institutionalized with the majority of training organized
by state universities on the basis of a relatively standardized curriculum and a 4-5 year education
to become a psychologist. The Bologna reforms with the introduction of a master/bachelor
system have changed this general makeup. There is a trend for shorter and more specialized
educations with a focus on specific subdisciplines of psychology like clinical or work and
organizational psychology. At the same time, the number of students in most countries have
increased. An important question for the future is how this changed landscape with a larger
number of psychologists but with a shorter and more specialized education will change the future
of psychological testing in applied settings. The European Federation of Psychologists
Associations has tried to address this trend by establishing a European quality standard for
psychologists, the EuroPsy (European Federation of Psychologists Associations, 2013).
However, this initiative has so far not yet had a profound impact because the labor markets and
quality standard are still largely focused on the national level.
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