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PREFACE 

The writer wishes to thank Dr. Chauncey, Prof. Lackey, 

and Prof. Echols of the School of Education of the Oklahoma 

Agricultural and Mechanical College for their helpful sug

gestions and criticisms. The writer is especially indebted 

to Prof. Echols for suggesting that he read "Determinism in 

Education", for the book helped him to decide the subject 

of his thesis. 

L. L. N. 
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SOME OF THE Misus=s AND MISINTERPRETATIONS 

OF INTELLIGENCE TESTS 

CHAPTER I 

THE OBJECTIVES 

r-,, -~.,. ~-

1 

It is not the purpose of this ~ttre-s±s to weigh the neg-

ative results of intelligence tests against the positive 

and then draw a conclusion as to the net results . One the

sis is not large enough to cover a field so broad; it would 

p-robaib·ly take several theses to set forth, prove , and sum up 
I r I 

all of the good; points: tirerrthe-bad- point ' and 'then , if 

such a thing were possible, subtract one from the other . 

This thesis assumes that intelligence tests have bene
'-/ J. 

fits, inherent benefit~, however few or great they may be • 

.:f..Q P--edu e at-i-0n Thus, taking for granted that intelligence 

tests are beneficial to education, it is the purpose of this 
f:'? ,1 ....... 
~-he-si.s~to find and point out some of the factors as expressed 

mostly by literature and/\.t-ea-e-he;r-.s that pertain to the misuse 
~ n 

a misint-e-rpretation of intelligence testsfwith the hope 
_;I ;u_ ' ' //., 

ha.t · rr intelligence testsA-&.re sed in ed-uc-ati nal -setups of 

the future -they will have less misuses,and misint&rpretations( 

Though a suggestion or two may be made , it is not the purpose 
i , I ~ 

of this thesis to present methods or ways of eradicating any 
V r • ,, ,,- "' /'">i" • 

of the harmful ~OU-t-oem~g of intelligence tests, but to find 

some of the misuses , with the hope that educators , after 

knowing what they are, will work out their own ways of avoid

ing them. 
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---
,11. p ......... 

Naturally then, this / thesis is primarily interested in 
£.J.' e . . ,;, 

finding some of the negative .re-su~ts of intelligence tests 

so that they may be avoided, thereby making the intelligence 

tests more valuable when and where they are used . 

Though the general purpose of the thesis is to point out 

some of the misuses and- misi-nterpretat~ons of intelligence 
r ..... c 

tests: the more specific aims are to see: 

I. If the I. ~ - is constant 

II. If authorities agree as to what is measured by in

telligence tests 

III. If authorities think that intelligence tests are 

accurate measurements of future success i-n---seheol 

f& ?' 

IV. If t eac ers and authorities believe: 

1 . That environment affects intelligence as measured 

by the present so-called intelligence tests, that 

intelligence tests do not measure only native a

bility 

2. That there are several different environmental 

factors that affect the results of intelligence 

tests 

3. That sometimes the tests are not given correctly, 

and that sometimes they are not graded correctly 

4. That intelligence tests discriminate against 

some people, such as: 

(1) Socially minded people 

(2) Mechanically minded people 



(3) People with an English handicap 

(4) People with physical defects 

3 

( 5) People ·rho think slowly but deliberately ---5. That there are detrimental effects of intelligence 

tests, such as: 

(1) Given to satisfy someone's curiosity 

(2) Stigmatizes children 

(3) Gives some students the "big head" 

(4) Promotes laziness among the slower group 

(5) Promotes discord between patrons and the 

school 

6. That in certain cases other tests may be substi

tuted for intelligence tests 

7. That too much emphasis has been put upon the 

I. Q., but that there should be some kind of an 

I. Q. testing program 
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CHAPTER II 

~OURCE AND TREATMENT OF DATA 

I';; r- . 
The organization of the material throughout the thesis 

with the exception of the first chapter or two and the con

clusion, will be based upon a questionnaire. After the tab

ulated results of each item of the questionnaire are presen

ted and discussed, additional discussion may be drawn from 

at least three other sources---literature, research, and 

experience. 

Most of the discussion in this thesis ill be drawn 

from -t-he--tabulated . results of the questionnaire -and om 

literature; 

..i-t-ems w:B: 

,,, 
wever---th~- fun4amental discussion of a few 

be taken eitheT-from e:xperienc~ or research • 

The writer knows that personal experience by itself' 

may carry very little wei ht in proving a point but it may 
ff?('"'"" 

be presented in this ~hes~s merely to corroborate the find-

ings ~:t-tae que-sti~nnaire literature or the research. 

The research part of this thesis, on the constancy of the 

I.~-, may concern only one item of the approximately eighty 

items of the questionnaire, yet the research work on this 

one item will be such that it could be enlarged and presen

ted as a thesis by itself. The writer would like very much 

indeed to do this, but be knows that if he were to write a 

thesis on this one item he would prove only one misuse of 

intelligence tests; whereas he hopes to present several:~ s 

a general rule the discussion from literature, like those 

from the research and experience, will be given not by itself 
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to prove something but will be presented,.w,;.~r.1--~-fl,e. tindine 

,;.vi t n tl1e hope tna t a corroboration of 
7' 

outcomes £.pa t\ e, liree ,-or a-ope-s-e-1:rrcee! will carry greater 

weight than if all the discussion, though it might be great

er in amount , could come from one of the four sources to be 

drawn from. 

One of the four or more principal sources from which 

information was taken for this thesis is the questionnaire 

to be presented in its entirety tow rd the end of this chap

ter. This questionnaire was passed among the students in 

four different advanced classes in the school of education 

at the Oklahoma A. and M. College during the summer of 1938 . 

Two of tne classes were senior classes , and two were grad

uate. Prof. Echols taught three---History of Education 

423.1, ith 53 enrollees, and 423.2, ~ith 27 enrollees, and 

Philosophy 592, with 13 enrollees , and Dr. Hill , visiting 

summer lecturer from Harvard University , taught one, with 

approximately 160 enrollees~ Dr. Rill's class returned 75 

questionnaires and Prof. Echol~' three classes returned 79, 

making a total of 154. 

For more than one reason the inforrnatio gained from 

this questionnaire shot ld be more reliable t han t ra t gained 

fron the usual questionnaire . The blanks were handed out 

and taken up by the writer. Hews in front of the class

room when they were being filled out, and answered questions 

that were asked about the instructions, about what w, s wanted 

on the blanks. 'l'he questionnaire was given only to people 
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intere - ted in teaching . In Prof. Echols ' t wo classes of His

tory of Education 11·ere a few inexperienced teachers but many 

of them were experienced, some grade teachers , some high 

school. High school teachers predominated in Prof. Echols' 

Philosophy 5u2 , though there was a superintendent or two . 

Administrators predominated in Dr . Hill ' s class - - - heads of 

departnents, principal s, superintendents, and college instruc

tors. The Questionnaire was filled out by responsible people 

in responsible positions, by representatives f rom schools al l 

over the state of Oklahoma , including s ome half dozen colleges , 

as well as by a few from schools outside of the stat e of Okl a

homa, from as f ar a~ay as Minnesota. 

One member of the col lege f a cu l ty , not a member of my 

thesis committee but an authority on tests, thought that , 

perhaps, t he questionnaire nhould have some positive items, 

i terns that would re quire ar.sv:ers favorable . to intelligence 

tes ts . So t he riter changed it to meet his approval , puttin 

in at ra dom 14 positive items with t he 15 negative ones un

der III-1, ond put on y that p rt of the original question

naire back in Prof. Echols ' three classes just a day or two 

after t he enti re ques tionnaire had been presented . Vhen the 

new blank was circulated three or four students who answered 

the first time were absent and tvo or three s t udents that 

were absent t he first ti. e were present the second time, wit h 

the result that 78 blanks were r eturned the second time as 

compared with 79 the first. 

III-1 of the questionnaire is presented here wi th the 



results of both circulations. It is self explanatory; and 

because the positive items changed the anawers or results 

very little, about as much one way us the other, only the 

original III-1 wili be considered in this thesis. 

~uestionnaire on Intelligence Tests 

You do not have to give your name and positi on, but 
please give the name of y ur ch ol: 

III. Check t he following things that you think may apply to 
intelligence tests or to the results of intelligence 
testing programs: 

1st 2nd 

63 58 (1) Not an accurate measurement 

20 (2) Fair to all students ----
30 (3) ·ekes tea ching easier ----

8 (4) easurec accurately ----
22 20 (5) An educational fad 

19 20 (6) Given to satisfy someone's curiosity 

9 3 (7) Out of date 

17 19 (8) Stigmatizes children 

7 

25 (9) Gives the brighter students a better oppor----- tunity 

28 (10) Beneficial to slower group ----
22 (11) Patrons understand their children better ----

32 42 (12) Gives some students the "big headn 

8 (13) Involves few if any errors in scoring ----
16 (14) Involves few if any errors in administration ----

10 14 (15) Promotes laziness among slower group 

43 (16) Solves some discipline problems ----
28 20 (17 ) Promotes discord between patrons and school 



23 29 (18 ) Causes trouble among c ildren in the same 
family 

38 23 (19) Not given correctly 

24 15 (20} Not graded correctly 

8 

33 (21} A better basis for the grouping of students ---- than the grades or marks w ich they make 

48 (22) Teachers understand their students better ------
9 (23 } A better cuide fo promotion than teacter 's 

-~-- examination 

32 (24) An aid in choosing one's vocation ----
7 ? (25) Wastes too much of the student's time ----

30 (25} A means of selecting students who should ---- receive training in institutions of higher 
learning 

1 3 (27 ) Too much work on the teacher 

11 14 (28} Expense of testing too great 

28 21 {29) Discrimination against some of the students 

If you ish to add to this list, do so below: 

The entire original uestionnaire , ith its some eighty 

items, follows: 

UESTIONNAIRE ON INTELLIGENCE TESTS 

I. You need not give your name and pos it ion , but please 
give below the name of your school: 

II. 

1. (Your name) --------------
2. (Name of School) -----------
3. (Position ) ------------- -
1. If you think culture or environment affects one's 

intelligence , check any one or all of the following 
t hings that you think might affect one's I.~---
keep it low, raise or lower it: 



III. 

(1) Time in school 

(2) Type of school 

{3} Type of teacher 

(4) Home life 

(5) Church 

(6) Organization 

{?) Test trainin ---number of tests, etc. 

(8) Place reared---city , country, etc. 

(9} Readin habits 

_(10) Hnbitunl rate of ,; ork 

~(11) Playmates 

~(12) Physic 1 work---kind, etc. 

If you 1ish to .:.U gest any other factors t hat night 
chan e tte I • .• , <o s rn ttc follo ing blanks: 

(13) ---------- (16) -----------
( 14 } ________ _ ( l 7 ) ________ _ 

(15) ______ _ {18) ________ _ 

2. Do you thi ~ hat the so-called 1 t lligence teots 
measure only native abi lity, absolutely independent 
of acquired or enviromaental .:.bili t y ? 
(Yes or no) ----

9 

3. If' you think that the so- oalle I. • 1 influenced 
by acquired ·bility or achieveten, approximately 

ha t per cent of the I •. would you say is prob bly 
t e result of schooline r~~~-

l. Check the followi nG that you ttink are detriment a l 
influcnceo or ro..,ul ts of I . ~l- tests in the school: 

(1) I ot a nccurate .. easurement 

(2) An educa.tion 1 f ad 

(3) Given to s tisfy so.u eo_e's curiosity 

(4) Out of date 

(5) J ti{;:matizes chiloren 

(6) Gi ves some students the "big head" 
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( 7) Promotes laziness among slower group 

( 8 ) Promotes discord betreen patrons and the 
school 

10 

(9) Causes trouble among children in the same 
f amil y 

_(10) Not given correctly 

(11) Not graded correctly 

_(12 ) Wastes too nuch of the student's time 

_(13 ) Too much work on the teacher 

~(14) Expense of testing too great 

~(15) Discrimination against some of the students 

If you wish to add to thi::; list, do so below: 

2. Have teachers put too much emphasis upon the r. Q. 
in methods of teaching , groupine , etc? 
(Yes or no) ----

3 .. Generally speaking, do you think I. Ct · te.sting pro
grams such a" we have now hould be done away with 
in the school? (Yes or no) ----

4. Do you believe in some kind of an r. Q. tes ting 
program? (Yes or no } ----

5 . If I. Q. t ests are given at all, s hould they be more 
or l ess limited just to problem children? 
(Yes or no) ----

6 . Doev your cool ha ve a record of the I .. ' s of its 
students? (Yes or no) ----

7. Should all elementarJr and se conda ry schools give I. 
', . tests to all the children? (Yes or no) ----

8. Do you believe in classifying or grouping students 
a ccording to their M. A.'s? (Yes or no) ----

1. Does your school have t he money and the tiI1e to give 
several intelligence tests, at lenst two or t _ree, 
to every student? (Yes or no) ----
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2. Does your school have the money and tir.e to buy and 
give both intelligence tests and achievement tests? 
(Yes or no) ----

3. Does a low score on an achievement test stigmatize 
a child as much as a low score on an intelligence 
test? (Yes or no) ----

V. You need not answer the following six questions unless 
intelligence tests have been given some time or other 
in your school: 

1. Do the pupils in your school know what they made on 
their intelligence tests? (Yes or no) ----

2. Are your students grouped according to their M. A.'s? 
(Yes or no) ----

3. Approximately what per cent of the students objected 
to being grouped according to their M. A.'s?. ------

4. After knowing the I. Q.'s of the different pupils, 
did you spend more , less, or about the same amount 
of time on your slow pupils as you did before you 
knew their I. Q.'s? ----

5. Is enough benefit derived from knowing the I. Q.'s 
of students to compensate for the expense, the tea
cher's time, and the children's time spent in an 
I. Q. testing program? (Yes or no) ----

6. Regardless of all the dis advantages and drawbacks of 
the average I. Q. testing program , are the advantages 
and benefits great enough to justify such a program? 
(Yes or no) ----

VI. You need not read the eight items below unless intelli
gence tests were given in your school; if so, underline 
the one or ones who gave the tests: 

1. Teacher who taught the students tested 

2. Teacher who did not teach the students tested, but 
was somewhat closely associated with them as a s pon
sor, coach, homeroom teacher, etc. 

3. Teacher who did not teach the students tested and 
who was in no way closely associated with them in or 
out of school 

4. Superintendent 

5. Principal 

6. Secretary to principal or superintendent 
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7. An expert at testing who had no association with the 
school children other than being hired or secured by 
the school to administer the tests 

' 

8. Others 

VII. You need not read the first nine items below if r. Q. 
tests have not been given in your school; if they have, 
underline the name or names of those who graded the 
papers: 

1. (1) Students who took the test 

(2) Other students 

(3) Classroom or subject-matter teacher of the stu
dents tested 

(4) Teacher who did not teach the students tested, 
but was sponsor, coach, honeroom teacher, etc. 

(5) Secretary to the principal or to the superin-
tendent 

( 6) Principal 

(7) Superintendent 

(8) An expert at testing who had, no association 
with the school other than being hired or se
cured temporarily for the purpose of giving 
the tests 

(9 ) An expert given a more or less permanent po
sition by the school but who had little or no 
association with the children tested 

2. ere the test papers rechecked by any member or 
members of the school faculty to see if there were 
any errors in the first scoring? (Yes or no) ----

VIII. If you have personally given intelligence tests---

1. Did you give the students an extra minute or two 
for good measure? (Yes or no ) ----

2. Did you talk much during the test? (Yes or no) ---
3. as there any noticeable disturbance during the 

test? (Yes or no) ----
4. Approximately how many explanations did you make? 

5. Approximately how many students did you test? ---
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6. Approximately what per cent of the students did not 
keep busy on the time tests, but looked out of the 
window or did something to aste time? ----

?. Did you read carefully and understand all of the 
test directions before you started the test? 
(Yes or no} ----

IX. If you wish to make any remarks about I. Q. tests, one 
way or another, do so below: 



CFIAPTER III 

RESULTS OF I:NYIROllM:ZNT 

It is not the purpose of this oh.apter to belittle ,or' 

1aud, intelligence tt~sts according to the findir~gs set forth 

here concerning the eff'ects of enviro1ment upon intelligence, 

but to ad.r1onish against uses and interpretations that might 

be wrong in the lic:;ht of the information to be presented. 

1I1hnt home and school enviro:nnent exerts an apprecia
ble influen-0e on scores on an intelligence test and that 
the present teats are coachable to a considerable e:ctent 
are .• ., •• to be freel~r ad:m.i tted. Such adrniasions, however, 
do not invalidate tho concept of intelligence nor do 
they overthrow the whole :procedure and technique of in
tellir;encc neasureJ}tent. They help only to e:npha:3ize the 
importance of jt~diciou::3 use and. interpretation of the 
results of intelligence tests .1 .. 

Let us see from the questionnaire what school teachers 

and administrators think: about the effect,:i of environment 

upon intelligence. quastio:n-

naire, so arranged treat both the actual number the 

cent 

II. 

one i tom are gi ~rnn to the left : 

1. If you thin]:,: culture o:e environr1ent a:f:Cocts one ts 
intiallige:nce, check any one or all of the following 
things that you think might affect, one's I. Q,. --
lrnep it lmv, raiBe or 1mrer it: 

Por 
Cont 

98 53 (1) Time in school 

99 63 ( 2) Type of school 

101 6'' \) ( 3) Ty11e of teacher 

1~, IL s. Chen, Tho Comparative Coachability of Certain 
r.rypes of Intelligence Tests, p. 1 
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136 88 ( ·1) Home life 

76 50 ( 5) Church 

50 32 (a) Organization 

?2 •4? {?) Test training---nUiilber of tests, etc. 

90 5D (8) Place reare<l---city, country, et,c u 

121 70 .. (g) Reading habits 

69 42 (10) Habitual rate of '\:'JOrk 

~x, 63 (11) Playmates 

53 41 (12) Physical work---kind, etc. 

There ·v:.rere 15~h prospeoti ve teachers, teachers, and ad

ministrators who returned blanks, and all but 11 checkef 

some of the above items. This means that 143 of 154 in

dicated that environment affects one's intelligence. Dis

regarding the f,c:.ct that other items :might have been added 

to the above list wh:ich some of the 11 might then have check

ed, 92.8 per cent of the teachers believed that enviromnent 

affects intelligence. 

If the 11 who failed to check any one of the items un

der II-1 did not think intelligence is affected by environ

ment, they should have an.tJWf3red ''yesn in II-2, the results 

of v1hich. follow: 

II. 

2. Do you think that the so-culled intelligence tests 
measure only native ability, absolutely independent 
of' acquired or environmental ability? (Yes or no)_ 

Blank------8 
No-------132 
Yes-------14 
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Instead of 11, the questionnaire gives 14, showing a 

mathematical gain of three over hat might have been expec

ted. This gain might be accounted for either by a discrep

ancy in marking, or by the supposition that some checked 

II-1 and then wrote "yes" in II-2, believing that environ

ment influences intelligence but that intelligence tests 

measure only that part of intelligence which is innate. 

In II-1 the per cent believing that environment affects 

intelligence is 92 .8; in II-2, disregarding the 8 blanks and 

subtracting the 14, the ones ~ho think intelligence tests 

measure only native ability, from 154, a per cent of 90.9 

may be derived, who indirectly indicate that they believe 

environment affects intelligence. 

In either one of the above tables less than 10 per cent 

of' the teachers indicated that intelligence tests measure 

only native ability, absolutely independent of acquired or 

environmental ability, and 90 per cent or more indicated 

that environment affects intelligence. 

This means then, --t~a 
7 

i~ the results of the question£ 

nai are oorre.c', that scores on intelligence tests should 

not be interpreted as indicative of pure native ability. 

The following quotation from Kimball Young's "An In-
' i~-c.... 

troductory Sociology" ,he e-&tton-

na-1-re. 

What do the tests test? The assumption of the early 
testers in this country as that mental tests measured., 
something innate called intelligence; but it is clear 
to anyone but the nost prejudiced that intelligence 
and the tests of intelligence all reflec t the social 
and cultural milieu out of which they grow ••••••• it 

-
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should be clear that until the psychologist can control 
the factors of language, and past learning, that is cul- / 
ture, he is not in a position to support the hereditary 
theory.2 

{) (J tv, ~, 1 1 <"" V 
"1, (, tr / '7" ' ''? C I >• • 

.D-P. tandin , ~±nstruc~or in sociology at the- Oklahoma 

a~d • College, says that most of our present day sociol

ogists contend tat environment affects intelligence. In 

looking over the est~onna~re- used in 
f t'"' (.. ' • .,,.,. 

this -thesi:s, Dr. St-and.in remarked, "I am glad to see some-

one taking the sociologist viewpoint." 

Much of the literature of de~ade or -so ag~~ ~speo-

that · di tely after- the iorld ar does not agree, 
' :J, iv,!, 

perhaps, with the findings of the above two ables; never-

theless there are writings, some of them recent and by im-

portant educators, hich corroborates the opinion of t he! 

tea,o.a.e.r as- &3epres-sed in- t--ne 
(.. 

estionna-i.r.e. For example, 

) 

Newman3, after studying 50 pairs of identical twins, decides 

that environment profoundly modifies intelligence and per-

sonality. 1 , ,,, .,,, /., , 
, c,,-' ,,. , • / ~ i u· {.,(,,,,ta-., """' A"' • • 

!) ,,/ 
~ summer I read this in an Oklahoma paper: 

A young child's I •• can be changed for the better 
under favorable environmental conditions George Stod
dard, director of the child velfare research station at 
Iowa City, told the nation's teachers Tuesday. 

·t;dd;;a·;;id·~~;th;~·;i;a;·ai;~i;;;a·th~iJ-~th;···· 
illegitimate children of a large sampling of dull and 
feeble-minded mothers and out-of-work or laboring- class / 
fathers, if placed in good homes in early infancy, will 
turn out to be bright children as measured by the best 
tests now available."4 

r2. K. Young, An Introductory Sociology, p. 161 

) · K. Young, Ibid., p. 74 

4. G. Stoddard , "Child's I •• Can Be Improved, Research 
Chief Tells Teachers", Oklahoma City Times, (June 28, 1938) 

-
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fore the .Am.erican Association for the dvancement of science: 

wP I , 

Ile studied 147 waifs taken from their own parents 
and placed in foster homes. Both the fathers and mothers 
were, for the most part , of low grade intellectually. 
Nearly 40 per~~~nt of them , it was determined by intelli
gence tests, M~e I. . 's below 8 0 , close to the level of 
feeble-mindedness. Only 13 per cent were slightly super
ior to the average. 

The children were placed in superior homes . Not a 
one was below normal in intelligence after a period of ad
justment. Sixty-five were intellectually superior. For
ty- one were on the genius level. 

There was no relationship whatsoever between the in
telligence of the children and the intelligence of their 
parents, Dr. Skeels reported.5 

,'J 
Dearborn6 sett: 

The wave of intelligence testing which has swept 
over American schools has carried with it some debris: 
among other things the ~uch-discussed notion of a fixed 
intellectual endowment with which a child is born, which" 
neither he, his parents, nor his teachers can by taking 
thought alter , and which the intelligence tests are de
signed to measure. The considerations presented !nth~ 
preceding cha~& have, I trust, made clear that, on the 
contrary , what the intellieence tests easure is defin
itely affected for better or worse , that . it is increased 
or decreased, by what the home and the school , or the par
ent and the teacher, do for their children and pupils. 

Barnes7 concludes in his thesis, based upon findin sin 

the Still ater schools, that---

it would appear from our own studies and from experiments 
of others, that while superior intelligence is a great 
endoVJment, yet, it is not particularly due to heredity 
and would soon deteriorate if it were not for the influ
ences of environment. 

,,. 
5. T. R. Henry, "The 1andering I. . ", Jou. of the Nat. 

Edu. Ass., (Feb., 1938), p. 41 
• 

W. F. Dearborn, Intelligence Tests, p. 134 

7. J. H. Barnes, A Statistical Study of Mental Ability and 
Achievement of Eight and Ninth Grade Pupils of Stillwater,' 
Oklahoma Junior High School, 1924-25, p. 67 

/ 
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Maxwell and Kilzer8, authors of "High School Administra

tion", say that---

The uppermost limit to which a trait may possibly 
develop in a given individual is doubtless determined 
by heredity, but within the range of zero to that up
permost point the position attained by a given indivi
dual is determined by environment. 

Dr. Chen9, of Columbia, concludes that "all intelligence 

tests are susceptible to the influence of environment", and 

H. C. HineslO, author of "A Guide to Educational Measurements" , 

writes that intelligence tests "reflect not only native abil

ity, but home and school training". 

Dozens of other educators might be uoted to show that 

many of our authorities believe t hat environment influences 

intelligence. The writer is well aware that much literature 

has been written in support of the hereditarian theory, and 

that intelligence tests measure only native endowment; yet 

the v. ri ter, from looking over ,sc 1ocl1books, pamphlets, 

articles, etc., would say, not from a careful tabulation 

but from a general impression, that most of the literature 

a - f.ew- years after the - or-ld • &!l 4-gh support the theory 

-t-ha-t intellig-ence te-a-ts- measure only native .ability but tha,t 

DW o th~ resent ay- liter t-ur~ supports the theory that 

intelligence tests measure something else too---the effects 

of environment. Though the amount of influence exerted by 

8. C.R. Maxwell and L . R. Kilzer, High School Administra
tion, p. 48 

9 . H. S. Chen, Op . Cit., p. 3 

10. H. C. Hines, A Guide to Edu. Measurements, p. 99 



each upon an intelligence test score may still be a matter 

of conjecture, evidently environment does affect intelli

gence, and intelligence test scores should be interpreted 

accordingly. 
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Just as the amount of influence exerted by environment 

with all of its different factors is not definitely known, 

just so it is ,fith the different factors t hat make up that 

environment; and since a great many factors go into the mak

ing of one's environment, some of the factors should have 

greater environmental effects than others. Though this is 

true, it is not the purpose of this chapter to give anything 

like definite information upon the degree of influence ex

erted by the different factors---it would probably take 
,; '1 "/ ,.j 

several theses to do t-hi--s', even if such a thing were possible 

---that make up the environnent of the average person , but 
i 

merely to see if environment affects intelligence;, however , 
j 

arran ing the different items of II-1 i n descending order 

of the number of checks received by the te'chers, the items 

then fall in order of importance of influence, with the 

most influencial coming first. Such an arrangement follows: 

II. 

1. If you think culture or environment affects one's 
intelligence, check any one or all of the following 
thins that you think oight affect one's I. Q.--
keep it low, raise or lower it: 

No. Per 
Cent 

1. 136 88 {4) Home life -------
?9 ( 9 ) Reading habits -------2. 121 
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No. Per 
Cent 

3. 101 66 ( 3) Type of teacher 

4. 99 63 (2) Tn>e of school 

5. 98 63 ( 1) Tirn.e in school 

5. 98 63 {11) PlaYI?1ates 

5. 90 58 ( 8) Place reared---city, country, etc. 

? • 76 50 ( 5) Church 

8. ?2 47 ( ? ) Test training---number of tests, 
etc. 

9. 69 42 (10) Habitual rate of work 

10. 63 41 (12) Physical work---kind, etc. 

11. 50 32 ( 6) Organization 

Thus the results indicate that home life is the most 

potent factor, and that three of the most influencial fac-

tors pertain to school---time in school, type of school, 

type of teacher. 

Since the questionnaire sho\s that over 90 per cent 

t hink that intelli ence is affected by environment, and 

that three of the most powerful factors that make up envi

ronment are schooling factors, a table on II-3 will be 

interesting . 

II. 

l 

3. If you think that the so-called I .. is i nfluenced 
by acquired ability or achievement, approximately 
what per cent of t he I .. would you ~a y is probably 
t he result of schooling? ----

Mo. Per 
Cent 

2 0 



No. Per 
__ j'!Jnt 

1 7 

13 10 -----
? 15 

[) 20 

6 30 '--~'°~-
1 "- rz, 
~ ~v ~-.. ,-~ 

6 40 

5 60 

1 66 

7 ?O 

3 75 - .... ·--· 
1 80 ""~- _________ , 
2 90 ----"-·~ 

Bla11Jr::1---<hD 

Ansv.:e rs--106 

"l'he above tfible shows that a few placed. the influence 

of schooling as high as 60, 70, and 90 per cent, but that 
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most or them placed it at 50. The mode is 50 ~er cent, but 

th0 average is 36 per cant. 

'lhe :results of chart II-3 c1o not offer an:rthing de-

degree of influence exerted, but they do 



offer conclusive evidence that school teachers think that 

schooling is a power:ful environmental factor that has a 

great deal to do with intelligence. 
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Burtll, in his correlation studies of intelligence and 

schooling, estimated that 54 per cent could be traced to 

schoolingt Willardl2 estimated that approximately 50 per 

cent was the result of schooling . 

Whether schooling is responsible for 45, 50 , 55, or 

some other per cent of our intell igence is not so import ant 

as to realize that this one powerful intelligence builder is 

only one of dozens of things that make up .our environment, 

and that when schooling is coupled with the many other f ac 

tors ot environment, the influence of all on our intelli

gence must be great, a high percentage of the whole, what

ever it is, that is responsible for our intell igence. 

It the influence of environment is great , then should 
~,.-u" .J _,./,.,. + 

we not interpret intelligence tests~with~t-hi in mind? 

Then, may we not say, when dealing with a group of i telli

genoe test scores that are above or below normal, that a 
-high percentage of them is the result of environment? , Only 

last year, before the American Association for the Advance

men ..-...~....- Sci~nce, Dr. Wellmanl3 told of a three year study 

of children sinking from normal to feebleninded after being 

placed where they did not get individual attention. How 

~- w. F. Dearborn, Op. Cit., p. 118 

12. R. G. Fuller, Fourteen Is Too Early, p. 3 

13. T. R. Henry, Loe. Cit. 
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could native ability aocqunt tor children-who were once nor

mal, sinking to feeble~~nded? Environment, then, surely 

:must bo eonsid,ered tu inter11reting such as the above. 
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CHAPTER IV 

NOT AN ACCURATE MEASUREMENT OF WHAT? 

All of the findings of the preceding chapter, all of 

t he information concerning the effects of environment upon 

intelligence, tend to prove that intelligence tests are not 

accurate measurements if, as some people think, they mea

sure only native ability, to the utter disregard of ability 

acquired through environment. 

Though psychologists and educators may not define in

telligence as such, they have been popularly defined as in

struments which measure pure native mental capacityJ conse-
. .,J 

quently, if table II-2 showed that 92.8 per cent of the 

questionnaires indicated that intelligence tests do not mea

sure only native ability, absolutely independent of acquired 

or environmental ability, then, with the popular definition 

in mind, what results should be expected from III-1? 

III. 

1. Not an accurate measurement 

No. Per 
Cent 

Blank 

Checked 

38 24.7 

116 75.3 

Thus, in the above table, 75.3 per cent indicate that 

the tests are not accurate . In Chapter III, table II-1, 92.8 

per cent indicate that intelligence tests are not accurate 

tests of native intelligence to the exclusion of the effects 

of environment. Perhaps then, to these teachers who answered 
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the questionnaire, one of the reasons why intelligence tests 

are not accurate measurements of intelligence is that the 

tests are supposed to measure only native intelligence when 

they also measure the effects of environment. 

This means then, that if the results of the question

naire are correct, scores on intelligence tests should not 

be interpreted as indicative of pure native ability. At 

least the table shows that three-fourths of the teachers who 

answered the questionnaire thought, whether correct or not, 

that intelligence tests were not accurate measurements. This 

shows what the majority of the teachers thought, whether right 

or wrong, and if they are representative of teachers in gen

eral, then the expert, the college instructor, or the author

ity on intelligence tests may see his problem: To set aright 

either 25 per cent of the teachers, or 75 per cent of the 

teachers. 

Instead of a possible 92.8 per cent or more the results 

show 75.3 per cent, a difference of more than 17. How can 

this difference be accounted for? Some of it might be the 

result of haphazard marking; some of the 17 per cent might 

have thought that the tests were accurate measurements of 

intelligence even though they were influenced by the results 

of environment. 

It is possible of course, since it is not known what 

they thought, that the 75.3 per cent who checked the tes ts 

as not accurate measurements would have done so even if t he 

questionnaire had stated that intelligence was the result of 
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both environment and heredity, but it is the writer's opinion 

that the influence exerted by the popular conception that in

telligence tests measure only native ability, plus the power 

of suggestion that the first part of the questionnaire, based 

upon such a conception of intelligence, probably caused some 

of the teachers to check intelligence tests as inaccurate 

measurements ho otherv1ise might not have so checked them if 

intelligence had been defined so as to include both native 

and environmental intelligence. 

This means, in the opinion of the writer, that by chang

ing the definition of the thing measured, perhaps, not such 

an overwhelming number would check intelligence tests as in

accurate measurements. 

So, before it can be decided whether they are a ccurate 

measurements or not, it must be decided what they measure. 

Intelligence must be defined . 

R. G. Fullerl writes in "Fourteen Is Too Early": 

What intelligence is, nobody knows. No two psy
chologists agree on a definition. But tests have been 
devised to measure this unknown intelligence . From one 
point of view it may be said that the tests are an at
tempt to define intelligence by measuring it . Boring 
remarks that "the intelligence thich is measured by the 
tests is simply what the intelli ence tests measure" . 

The tests have undergone refinement and improvement, 
in the direction of a lessened influence of training and 
schooling on the test results; but the majority of psy
chologists deny that native inte~ligence is measured. 

Fuller's statement ,c though it helps to illustrate the 

tact that psychologists are not agreed as to what intelligence 

actually is,( may be a little radical, but if nobody knows 
) 

1. R. G. Fuller, Op. Cit., p. 2 
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\ 
what intelligence ~sy what right would the writer have to say 

whether intelligence tests are accurate measurements or not, 

without first definin intelligence? 

According to Henmon2, "Intelligence is intellect plus 

knowledge", and knowledge depends upon environment. 

Corning3 says, "Fundamentally the authorities all agree 

that general intelligence is the ability to learn". If this 

is true, then an intelligence test to be accurate should mea

sure both native and acquired ability. 

Ted Brueckner and Ernest Melby4, authors ot "Diagnostic 

and Remedial Teaching", say that intelligence may be defined 

as the capacity to learn. 

Thus, say Gilliland and Jordan, some authors do not 
admit the term "intelligence" in connection with the tests, 
but say they are measures of "mentality", thus differen
tiating sharply between "intelligence", as something which 
may be acquired or developed, and "mentality", which is 
something native and may not be developed beyond a certain 
fixed point. Others do not make this distinction, but 
use the two expressions interchangeably. In fact, no 
one has yet been able to give a definition of "intelli
gence n wllich is universally acceptable, and so there is 
now a great deal of confusion in the minds of people gen
erally as to what the nintelligence'' tests · reall y do mea
sure. Perhaps the best statement that has been made is 
that th.cy measure to a really nsrked degree, ability to 
do school work.5 

If intelligence is ability to do school work, then the 

tests should measure the abilities gained by environment as 

--}. r. F. Dearborn, Op. Cit., p. 94 

3. ' H. M. Corning, After Testing---Vhat?, p. 5 

4. T. Brueckner and E. Melby, Diagnostic and Remedial 
Teaching, p. 70 

5. A. R. Gilliland and R.H. Jordan, Educational Measurements 
and the Classroom Teacher, p. 234 
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well as those by heredity. 

Since, as Clinton H. Allen6 says, "we can not measure 

intelligence when we can not define it",S the writer takes, 

for various reasons which ill be brought out later, and as 

a basis to work from , the definition that is practical for 
--v 

schoolmen L~ability to do general school work. 
/ 

The findings so far indicate that intelligence tests 

are not accurate measurements accordin to the popular de

finition of intelligence, that they are not accurate measure

ments of nat ive ability because of the effects of environ

ment. Now, with intelligence defined as ability to do gen

eral school work , the findings up to now might not mean that 

intelligence tests are not accurate measurements; for if in

telligence may be defined as ability to do general school 

work, the old argument of the effects of environment upon 

intelligence may be avoided. 

This does not mean, however, that the overwhelming num

ber who checked intelligence tests as inaccurate would not do 

so aga in even ,1th the practical schoolman's definition of 

the thing measured---ability to do general school work--

but, for reasons brought forth a few pages back---the po,er 

of suggestion and the popular conce tion of intelligence--

plus a most simple definition of intelligence, the writer is 

of t he opi nion that some of the 75.3 per cent might not then 

check intelligence tests as inaccurate measurements. 

In some of the discussion of the last few pages the 

6. C.H. Allen, Effects of Intellectual Level, p. 6 
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writer has tried to show why he believes that many of the 

75.3 per cent who checked intelligence tests as inaccurate 

measurements did so because they thought the tests measured 

the effects of environment; in the following discussion the 

writer wishes to give other factors for deeraing the tests 

inaccurate measureraents. The discussion, though books have 

been written about the same subjects, will be short , and is 

offered here, as some of the preceding discussions, not as 

conclusive evidence, but for information to be used---

1. In interpreting the accuracy of the measuring capa
city of intelligence tests 

2. For whatever infornation, whatever that may be, for 
accounting for factors other tan effects of environ
ment that the 75.3 per cent of the ones who answered 
the uestionnaire might have had in mind when they 
designated the tests not accurate ~easurements 

3. For support of a more practical definition of in
telligence 

-

Terman7 found that the scores of a vocabulary test given 

to 631 school children correlated exceedingly high, .91, ith 

the intelligence test scores. This ought to show that the 

tests are extremely verbal, at least the one Terman used. 

The above might be proof that vocabulary tests are good 

intelligence tests, or that intelligence tests are too verbal 

to measure general intelligence. Now, are they too verbal? 

Do they measure verbal intelligence or general intelligence? 

Dearborn8 states that the tests are partial to verbal

minded people. If this is true, then it mi ht explain hy 

?. L .• Terman, The Intelligence of School Children, p . 309 

:fa . F. Dearborn, Op . Cit., p . 114 

...... ·-
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that in college placement tests language students frequently 

make higher grades than agriculture stu ents. 

If the tests are too verbal, whether they are partirl to 

verbal-minded people or not, all of the factors of environment, 

especially of schooling, would pronounce them not accurate . 

Odell9 says: 

A common nethod of validating group intelligence 
tests has been to compare them wi th an i ndividual scale, 
usually the Stanford evision. Very few roup tests yield 
correlations much higher than . 75 with this criterion. 
The same is true of intercorrelations among group tests. 

Evidently the different tests do not measure the same 

thing or there would be a higher correlation . 

Whether the tests are accurate measurements or not 

they do not seem to be accurate measurements of success in 

school. In 157 investigat ions summarized by DouglasslO the 

correlation between school marks and I •. scores ran from 

.10 to .67, the average being . 44. Not very predicative, 

are they? 

Binetll found a correlation of about .45 between I. Q. 

ratings and school achievement; i>rcsee~, . ~; Term.an, .45; 

Book, .28. 

It is ays Book~ conceivable that these rather lo 
correlations between school achievement and intelligence 
may be due to inaccuracies in our methods of measuring 
both intelligence and school achievement.12 

c9· C .• Odell, Educational easurements in High School, p . 403 

s. Gray, Tests and Measurements in Higher Edu., p. 1?8 

11. {. F. Book , The Intelligence of High School Seniors, 
pp. 105, 106 

12. W. F. Book, Ibid ., p. 108 
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Speahl-n the-above, Book continues---

This seems to indicate the importance for school 
success of other factors besides mere intelligence •.••• 
That this correlation is relatively low indicates with
out doubt that other :facto1·s besides intelligence enter 
into the making of a highly successful record in schoo1;13 

It is further conceivable~, that a num
ber of special mental factors may serve to enhance a stu
dent's school performance, factors which are quite dif
ferent from general intelligence. One such factor is a 
good memory . This may be of far reaching value to a 
pupil in attaining school success, because most of our 
school work today draws heavily upon a student's sheer 
a ility to retain nnd to recall. Other mental character
istics not measured by an intelligence test, such as per
sistence, effort , . ental attitude toward school, etc., 
might also be possessed by a student with only average 
ability, and r1ay be deficient or totally lacking in an
other student who has marked intelligence.14 

Some years ago Dr. Rigg, now at the Oklahoma A. and M. 

College, and others gave tests to over 10,000 grade children 

in St. Louis. About 10 years after the tests were given, when 

the children were in high school , Dr. Rigg checked on the 

grades or achievenent of a graduating class of 153 pupils and 

found that the pupil who ranked one in the intelligence test 

for the some 10,100 pupils, ranked 153 in grades---at the bot

tom of the class. First in intelligenoe---last in grades. 

This may be o.n exceptional case; nevertheless such cases must 

be taken into consideration in order to avoid some of the mis

uses of I.~. tests. 

Colvinl5, in his contributions to the Twenty-First Year

book, writes: 

1~. w. F. Book, Ibid., p . 10? 

\I . F. Book, Ibid., P• 108 

15. s. s. Colvin, "Principles Underlying the Construction and 
Use of Intelligence Tests", Twenty-First Yearbook, ( 1923), 
p . 38 



OKLAHOMA 33 
AGRICULTURAL & MECHANICAL COLLEGE 

LIBR ARY 
Will-to-do a task bulks large in the t ~c,J- 2'1b.D-oJ.. 

performance. l~J~ 

And he admits that intelligence tests do not measure 

1illingness to work , and concludes: 

Finally, the faot has been emphasized that intelli
gence tests alone are not sufficient to show the probable 
efficiency of an individual or his success in school or 
in life, since character as well as intelligence is a 
vital element in suc cess or failure .16 

The different studies of Rosa, Proctor , King, and Kei

leyl7 ail show that mental tests are not as indicative of 

future school success as school marks. 

Fullerl8 says there is little relation between one's 

I. Q. score and his success in school or life. 

16. 

To quote again from Colvin: 

The intelligence rating may be substantially cor
rect, but other factors may weigh heavily in deternin
ing a student's success or failure in college. 
The most important of these are: 

1. The character of the student, particularl y his 
willingness to hold himself dom to a strict 
mental regimen . 

2. His ideals and purposes . 
3 . His previous educational training, including 

his study habits. 
4. His outside distractions, includi g work , extra

curricular activities and social engagements. 
In the light of these facts it may reasonably be 

concluded that psychological tests, while a valuable aid 
in determining a student's abil ity to do college work, 
can not be relied upon blindly or exclusively. They must 
be u~ed together with other materials as a basis for di
agnosis and prognosis in connection iit educational ad
vice and direction in high school ana n'· col~ege .19 

: .. : . 
. . . . 

s. s. Colvin, Ibid ., :p • 42 '' . • ~ c,. . . 
I e •• ' • . . 

Interesi: .'l'e~.t~·:·, 
. 

' 
, . . .. 

L. H. King, Mental and ' . 
p •: ' . 

' . 
18. R. G. Fuller, Op. Cit., pp. 6, 7 

19. G. M. Whipple, "Intelligence Tests in College and Uni
versities", ienty-First Yearbook, (1923), p . 255 



1I. R. Trabue20 says that the i.nterpretation of test re

sults in educational and vocational r:;uidance is,large1y neg

ative~ 

--------------Terman21 has this to say about intelligence tests not 

being accurate measurements of 1 .. uture success: 

·.rhe child is not all intelligence; his fitness to 
take up the work of a trade is determined partly by such 
factors as heal th, industry, at-ti tude toward school work, 
and regularity of attendance. 

Surely the above quotations from literature show that 

many of the country's prominent educators are·o-r the opinion 

that I. Q. scores are poor criteria for predicting the kind 

and amount or success in ~s..cb.00:l=or life. 

Some people think: that intelligence tests are not ac

curate measurements of intelligence because they measure 

"speed" intellicence and not "pm·1er" intelligence, since 

the score depends, more or less, upon how many problems sol-

ved and not upon how difficult. JCoiviii2Z'-says·-tn:a:t ____ tlietests 
-------.--------

do not give the slow, but accurate and thoughtful learner 

full justice. Conseq_uen~~!_fhe-{;ri ter~i-s·--of-the--opin]_'off----~-

that some people might work faster, make· a higher score, but 

not be equal to soJl'.l.e grave problem which the slov!J', deliberate 

thinker might solve. 

From t·he parngra:ph just finished naturally comes the 

20. M. :H. Trabue, 0 The Use of Intelligence Tests in High 
School", Twenty-First Yearbook, (1923), 11. 176 

21. L. M. Terman, O:p. Cit. , pp. 299 • 300 

22. G. M. Whipple, Loe. Cit. 



question, Are intelligence tests accurate measurements of 

the inventive mind? Probably not, for the inventive mind 

would evidently have power intelligence, but as evidence 

tor this, there is very little. Spencer, Darwin, Newton, 
r.,,._ 

and several other famous me n cited as evidence 

35 

for the statement just made, because they made low grades 

in school; but because they made low grades or failed does 

not necessarily mean they would have scored low on one of 

the present-day intelligence tests. 

Because, for one thing, few if any of our great cre

ative thinkers have taken intelligence tests, there are 

little data to prove that the inventive mind can not be ac

curately measured; and, at the time, it.is the opinion of 

the writer that the foregoing reason might work as well the 

other way to prove that it has not been conclusively demon

strated that the tests can accurately measure the intelli

gence of the inventive mind. Though the writer has little 

evidence to offer one way or the other, he would like to ask 

this question: What test would be an accurate measurement 

of the inventive mind that does some creative thinking sub

consciously? , To be sure, there are dozens of other examples, 

but, if history is correct, the "Kubla Khan" and the Taj 

Mahal are products of such minds. --
Whether or not intelligence tests can measure power in

telligence, whether or not they can measure the inventive 

mind, and even barring the dreamer or subconscious creative 

thinker, it probably goes without argument that if the tests 
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are accurate measurements of the abstract inventive mind, 

they are not accurate measurements of the practical inven

tive minc1---the .mechanically inventive mimL 

The test~ of so-called general intelligence are made 

alrnost entirely for ability to deal with ideB.s instead of 

abili t!r to 'l;Wrk v.,i th things; yet Devmy says: 

'Ille r;lm1ile facts of the case are that. in the great 
majority of human beings the distinctively intellectual 
:_nterest is not dominant •. They have the so-called prac
tical impulse and dis:position.23 

lJicl?a:r:lane24 found that practical ability does not cor-

relate closely vd th general intelligence; and---

Steuquist, reporting a study in which he used tests of 
nge:neral mechanical intelligence and abili tyn, su:;rs that 
11at least 40 per cent of the pU})ils from. a typical school, 
who a.re belmJ average in general abstract i.ntelligence, 
are above average in the kind of ability required in the 
four mechRnical tests".25 

bility to deal with people, fail to measure the social in

telligence. ,__..--.--·-,,-··-

Thus, Fuller28 says there are different kinds of ;i.1?,-
' 

l • 

telllgence. '~liorndike29 says- the-re are th.re~. .And who 

23. R. G. Fuller, Op. Cit. 
' 

p. 5 

24. R. "' \_z • :&'uller, Loe. Git. 

9'". .-;.0. R • G. }fuller, Loe. Git. 

25. 11. r.1 Fuller, Loe. Cit. '.::r. 

~ LI. A. McCall, How To Measure in Education, :p. 173 

2'3. R. G. Fuller, Loe. Cit. 

2 (~ '"-" . . A. Call, Loe. Cit. 



knows but that there are ff,ore? At least Thorndike mentions 

the three that have been indir(;lctly .suggested through the 

disoussion---abstract, mechanical, and social. 

rl'he discussion and quotations of tr:e last. few pages 

have been given to show that t;hE: so-called general intelli

gence tests only measure one of our thr(~e or more I. Q,. 's, 
-the abstract intelligence. Consequently, th.is ,,,;rould indi-

cate the name of the tests should be changed, if the:y- are 

to be conside1·ed, even in a broad sellse, accurate measure

ments. 

If the so-called general intelligence tests measure 

only abstract intelligence instead of mechanical or social, 

or others if there be others, if they measure environmental 

or acquired intelligence instead of only native intelligence, 

if they do not measU:;t·e character and personality, the driving 

force behind the intelligence, and can not make an accurate 

:prognosis, not as_ accurate as that of grades, then perha1)s 

it would be 'better to limit the measuring capacity of the 

te::3°ts to the :practical schoolman' s definition of whe.t they 

measure---ability to do general school work. 

Even thougb what intelligence tests :measure were lim

ited to the above to avoid inaccuracies of measurement in a 

.broad or general sense, there would still be other things to 

consider, some of which follow, in the discuirnion of other 

inaccuracies, most of which are more or less minor, be.fore 

it could be said the tests were more than accurate just in 

a general i,vay. -------



38 

Although it has been indirectly stated in the preced

ing pages that intelligence tests are unfair to people who 

are not verbal-minded, especially to socially minded and 

mechanically minded people, nothing has been said of the 

English handicap that foreigners have in taking the tests. 

Dozens of examples could be .taken from 11 terature to 

give information on the above topic, but instead, the con

clusions of Dr. Rigg30~ t the Oklahoma A. and M. College , 

in "Some Further Data on the Language Handicap" are cited. 

The day is past when the psychologist can calmly 
sit down with a stock of "Stanford-Binet blanks", deter
mine the median I. Q.'s for a few children of native 
American, German, Jewish and Italian descent and proceed 
without delay to announce to the ,orld the relative in
telligence levels of the nationalities represented. 

Besides the above, are the tests discriminating to 

people who become "rattled" on the tests because of knowing 

that if they fail adverse criticism will be forthcoming? 
~ wt• ""'. 

Are they to people whose tests are not correctly given or 
A ' ' ,,-(7!_1. J.. ..... ,-

graded? Are theyAto people who have had an unfavorable en-

vironment? 

At least, the tests discriminate against the children 

of whom Dea Tiegs31 spoke when he !S~id:: 

30. 

""'"\ 

31. 

,, 
, From 2 to 5 per cent of our pupils have visual, au-
ditory, or motor-coordination difficulties sufficiently 
serious to interfere with obtaining a valid intelligence 
test. 

M. G. Rigg, "Some Further Data on the Language Handicap", 
The Jou. of Edu. Psy., XIX (April, 1928), p . 252 

E.W. Tiegsr "Breaking Down The I. Q.", Progressive Edu., 
(Dec., 1936J, p. 605 



And from the questionnaire---

III-1-(15) Discrimination against some of the students 

Forty-six, almost one-third, indicated that the tests 

discrir1inated against some students. Evidently they do, 

:f__o;p how coul~ a _J1st/measu:i;-e accurately the intelligence of 
t> .. .J(.J.-.:t /U ; I 

a child who/,ha-I'd,l~ kn.ew-the,-English language,- or -who- had 
~ ' ." ,, • , • - c •• C • ,• '• -. : • 

some eye defect? ·i This is more evidence that in some cases 

the tests can not measure accurately. 

It must be considered, too, in some of the discussion 

to follow, that a few of the supposed inaccuracies are not 

inherent, not exactly the fault of the test, grading for 

example. --- -··-

An item in the questionnaire pertaining to grading is 

III-( 11). 

III. 

l. Check the following that you think are detrimental 
influences or results of I.~- tests in the school: 

----(11) Not graded correctly 

No. Per 
Cent 

41 26.6 

About one-fourth indicated the tests were not accurately 

graded. Not such a high proportion, yet it expresses the o

pinion of quite a few teachers. Evidently many of them knew, 

or thought the~r 1-cnew, of te3ts being :misgraded. 

'l'he writer taught in one of the largest sehools in ·wers:

·tern00kl-ahoma, a few years a.go and knows that when intelli

gence tests were siven in that school~ some of the women 



40 

teachers t.ried but gave up as complete failures at trying to 

accurately score the tests. • -,"--e 
µ,,,,£.f,,,t.,-' ,. 

The writer taught in another school in wast8'-r-n-Oklaho:m.a 

in i•.rhich the tests were given, and knows that half of the 

teachers did not finish the scoring of their tests either 

because, as they said, they were too hard to score, or be

cause it took too much time. 

Kelley32 makes the statements that all papers should 

be rechecked by an expert, or in a central office under the 

supervision of an expert, and that a teacher should not score 

the papers of his own :pupils. VII-1 of the questionnaire 

will give some infor:mation on this. 

VII. 

1. You need not read the first nine items below if I. 
i. tests have not been given in your school; if they 
have, underline the name or names of those who gra
ded the papers: 

Ho. Per 
Cent 

2 3.2 (1) Students who took the test 

3 4.7 (2) Other students 

14 22.2 (3) Classroon or subject-matter teacher 
"'--~~-- of the students tested 

11.1 (4) Teacher uho did not teach tlle students ----- tested, but was sponsor, coach, home-
? 

room teacher, etc. 

14,. 2 ( 5} Secretary to the princi:r;)al or to the ----- superintendent 
9 

11 17.6 (6) Principal -----
23.8 (7) Superintendent -----15 

32. G. 1'.t. Vihipple, Op. Cit., pp. 35, 47 
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___ l_,,_.;;,;;.l_._6_. (8) An expert at testing who had no as
sociation w·i th the school other than 
being hired or secured temporarily 
for the purpose of giving the tests 

1. 0 ( 9} An expert Biven a more or less :per------1 
manent position by the school but who 
had little or no association with the 
children te~tea. 

Out of 154 only 35 (63 checks 'but only 36 papers}, less 

than one-fourth, indicated by telling who scored the papers 

that the schools in which they taught had given I. Q. tests 

some time or other. Kelley would not approve of the scoring 

by the ones mentioned in the first three items, who make up 

about one-third of the scores. Only tv-.ro showed that experts 

checked the papers. 

VII. 

VII-2 gives some more inform.ation on grading. 

2. \"Jere the test :papers rechecked by any member or mem
bers of the school f~culty to see if there were any 
errors in the first soori.ng? • (Yes or no} 

Yes-------12 
Iro--------13 
Blank-----11 

----

Fron one-third to two-thirds of the papers v,ere not :re

checlrnd. This might have given a chance for some misgrading, 

too. 

Though the scorers may be responsible for much of the 

misgrading, some of the fault may be in the tests; for exam

ple, McLaughlin53, in his thesis at the Oklahoma A. and M. 

33 .. J. A. McLaughlin, A Comparative Study of the Reliability 
and Validity of the Art:i.ficial Language Test in the 
.,.."uner·ioan Council Psychological Examination, 1931 and 
1932 Editions, p. 6 
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College, showed how it was possible "to beat the test" in the 

language test of the 1931 and 1932 editions of the American 

Council Pnychological Examination. 

Thus the student could get credit for over sixty
five per cent of that test without trying ••..•••• this 
would not be an accurate me.thod of measuring intelli
gence , but would be to the advantage of the fast, care
less worker . 

What do we find in the questionnaire about tests not 

being given correctly? 

III. 

1. Check the following that you think are detrimental 
influences or results of I.~. tests in the school: 

----(10) Not given correctly 

No. Per 
Cent 

?3 4?.4 

Approximately one-half said the tests are not given cor

rectly. 

The next table shows who gave the tests in the s~hools 

represented by the ones who filled out the questionnaire. 

VI. You need not read the eight items below unless intelli
gence tests were given in your school; if so, underline 
the one or ones who gave the tests: 

No. 

10--- 1. Teacher who taught the students tested 

12--- 2. Teacher who did not teach the students tested, 
but was somewhat closely associated with t hem 
as a sponsor, coach, homeroom teacher, etc. 

3--- 3. Teacher who did not teach the students tested, 
and who was in no way closely associated with 
them in or out of school 

14--- 4. Superintendent 

10--- 5. Principal 



1--- 6. Secretary to :principal 01~ superintendent 

2--- 7. An expert at·testing who had no association 
with ihe school chiidren other than being 
hi.red or Becured by tl1e ~,chool to t:.c1m5.:nister 
the tflst,3 

2--- 8. Others 

Only two papers out of the 36, 5. 5 per cent, shov:ed that 

e::;,..o-perts had given the tests. Yet, Gilliland aml Jorda1134 say 

other tests m.ay be t:.he work of the classroom. teacl1er but that 

i:ntfJlligence tests should be the work of a specialist. 

Table VIII has some information on personal administra

tion of tho tests. Out of the 15•1: who answered the question

naire 45 had given tests; so let us see what they have to say 

about their giving the tests correctly. 

VIII. 

4. Approximately how many students did you test? 

Five who had gi ve:a tests did not ans1;1er; 40 gaYe ansv<"ers 

that varied from 1 t,o 3,000, the 3,000 being given by a col-

lege instructor. The total tested equals ?,739; the average 

tested. by the 40 equals 193. 

'ITII. 

7. Did you read carefully and understand all of the 
test directions before you started the test? 
(Yes or no)~~~~ 

No---------3 
Blank------3 

Only three designated the;/ did not understand the direc

tions. 

-----·----· -------
1::~4. A. R. Gilliland and R. H. Jordan, Op. Cit., p. 39 
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6. Approximately what per cent of the students did 
not keep busy on the time tests, but looked out 
of the window or did something to waste time?~ 

Sixteen gave no answers; 29 gave answers from Oto 15. 

The avera~e for the 29 is 5 per cent. This is not very 

large, is it? 

VIII. 

VIII. 

3. fas there any noticeable disturbance during t he test? 
(Yes or no) ----

Yes--------1 
No--------42 
Blank------2 

Only one said there was noticeable disturbance. 

5. Approximately how many explanations did you make? 

Fifteen did not answer; 4 answered "few"; 26 gave an

swers that varied from Oto 100. The college instructor who 

gave the 3 ,000 tests gave the 100 explanations. The total 

explanations ~ade by the 26 is 190; the average is 7. Since 

15 did not answer and four answered "few", it can not be 

said that each of the 26 that gave explanations gave only 

7 explanations in administering 193 tests, but evidently 

this is not far wrong. This would mean that explanations 

were made for 3 or 4 per cent of the students taking the 

tests. To the writer , who has given tests and watched sev

eral administered, this seems exceedingly low, but he re

alizes that the above is an average . 

VIII. 

2. Did you talk much during the test? (Yes or no) ---



VIII. 

No------44 
Y 13:3------1 

Again, it iG only one. 

1. D.i.d you rd ve t.:.1e stu-:tent:::o an e:z:tra :.rn.1:nute or two 
for good measure? ( Yes or no) 

Mo------40 
Yes------5 

45 

_,, over 12 per cent, ndmi tted gi vinr:; e:{tra 

Gi Ying extra. tlme is o::1e 
G"k 

f or.t1 of cheating that Kelley0 .J 

had ro:Eorenco to w11en_ !10 said int,olligence tests shoulc1 be 

aclrn.inistered by o. specialist. 

The 'Writer can give at least a dozen exanples of cheat

ing done on intelligence tests in college by individuals 

taking the tests, 2nd some do not pertain to one or two i21-

divid.uals, either. For example, just before the Iowa Place-
. ,;'; ,;• . , 

ment 1I1ests were glven to the entire s'.tudent body of the ,-.);' ,.J 

) 
{':,'> 

-Bl(l:.-a-homa-:A~··a:r1d. M •. Colleg® in the school JTGar of ,1:\J34-35j the 

writer wi t:.nessed a boy, 1vhose 11an:1e he has forgotten, open a 

:private letter •,11 thin the po;:;t office 2--.:;nd produce a copy of 

the Iowa Place:ment Tests to prove to tivo or three onlookers 

that T)eople in other collc~ges v:ere sending copies of tho teot 

ta~ing the tests a few days later • 

.So:r;,1e cheat , such as the above , would be har-d t>'l011 for 

a specialist to sto?, but evidently a specialist would avoid 

T. L. Kelley, "Interpretation of Educational Measure
ment;s n , p. 45 
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much that a classroom teacher would fail to avoid, at least 

'Chis is the opinion expressecl by T. t. Kelley36 in "Inter

pretation of Educational !foasurements". 

There a.re a host of causes, s:sa:r-s<~.J,.ic-CaJd;;.::i7,. which 
have the :power to produce large or su1:itle changes in the 
:personali t~r ~na. berm vior of' the examlner, v.rhich behavior 
may ln turn operate to raise or lower the pupils' scores. 

Another reason for having good examiners. 
cA 

Though several things have been discussed in this ,the-

·S1,a that affect or might affect the accuracy of intelli-

gence tests"., the wr:t ter realizes that b:y no neans have all 
(," \. 

of the possible factors been considered, but thinks that 

the m.oat important ones have; and i.n ulosing this chapter, 

g5-ves two paragraphs from the end of the first chapter tn 

Kelley's 11 Interpreta.tion of Educational Heasurements". 

1I1hese issues strike deep in social life and indi
vidual :philosophy. We think. of the ''old n methods and 
the no1a.n subjects of the eurriculu.m as being hoary with 
precedent and prejudice, but the ruts of tl1e test move
ment are already so deep that there· are many v.:rho do not 
see beyond them. We assume that there is a trait---
f or example , reading---var7ring from child to child. 
Let u;;; question this or3sumption, for it may be a dozen 
traits erroneously called one. fJe assume that tests as 
given by d.ifferent teachers and at different times have 
called forth equal or approxinatel:.r eCJ_us.l effort; we as
sume a sufficient sensory and tiotor equipment; we assume 
tha.t the sampling as drawn out by the test questions 
constitutes a fair and suffi.cient sampling .of ability. 
If v1e can not avoia. making these assumptions, wre can at 
least pause long enough to steep our souls in the con
viction that they a.re present and obscure our findings. 
If the pause iz. long enough and well spent, we may se
cure an estimate o'f the magnitude of the errors intro
duced. There is a becoming modesty and reserve in the 
verdict of a tester who has paused this lon.g a:na to 
this ou.tco:u1e. 

T. L. Kelley, Loe. Cit. 

M.A. McCall, Op. Cit., p. 307 
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Tvm plus thrc~c has so often totaled ti ve , and tvm 
times three so commonly yielded six, that we have assumed 
test scores may Hith entire :propriety be added, subtract
ed, multiplied; and divided. They seldom oan. Test de
visers have apparently been quite successful in obtain
ing test-score units which are substantially equal and 
can be added and subtracted, but they have failed quite 
siy:,nally in determining reasonable zero points, so that 
the product or quotient technique restH upon shifting 
ground. Let us not forget this, and repeatedly ask, 
''Do I know that the beginning of the scale of measure
ment is a sound zero point of ability and that I thus 
may obtain a meaningful quotient?'' The very asking of 
the question has ?rofoundly stirred our mensurative na
tures, and anawering i.t ·•1:ro'', as v·:e generally must, robs 
us at onoe of a very simple method of interpretation, of 
a very oommon source of errors in judgment, and of our 
fellowship with the get-rich-quick variety of nental-
test interpreter. It is not to be desired that the quo
tient technique be completely discarded, but the writer's 
i:mmediate purpose ·will have been accomplished if his 
readers will but think of the height above zero of an 
averaee 12-year-old in a dozen mental tests as being com
parable to the height above the wuter of the rail of a 
rolling ocean liner as measured at twelve dii'ferent times. 
This should be---let us hope it ia---a concept to make 
one dizzy, for uncritically to accept any zero point, 
however derived, as a proper basis for determining quo
tients is bewildering and mentally loathsome.38_ 

58. T. L. Kelley, Op. Cit., pp. 16, 17 
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CHAPTER V 

THE CONSTANCY OF THE I. Q,. 

As all of the findings in Chapter ~ir, The Results of 

Environment, have weight upon Chapter IV, Not An Accurate 

Measurement, just so all of the findings in both Chapters 

III and IV exert influence on this chapter in the discussion 

of the constancy of the I. Q,. As the effects of environment 

help to make intelligence tests inaccurate measurements of 

only native ability, just so they exert an influence on the 

intelligence that may cause it to vary; in other words, if 
15 

hap~er II · brought forth evidenc~1 that intelligence is af-

fected by e~vironmen: ' .. "'.'htn _ .u;,),rought rort~~that 

the I .. might varyN for it stands without argument that 

environment may vary. Again, anything n Chapter I that 
v 

brought forth evidence that intelligence tests might not be 
i/ 

accurate measurements, brought forth evidence that the I. Q. 
"1 •. .. t::,._ r. ..:....... ~ 

may vary. All of the environmental factors, and all of the 

factors that deem intelli~ence tes~s not ai~JH-'~te :measure-
J.F--:t..~,-, • 

ments, work to make the I. Q. vary;; And, anything in this 

will vary, will be proof for chapter that proves the I. r 
~ ii ~, :::> -"< L'. .,,, 

, that intelligence testsAare not accurate -me-a-

'fr\irements. 

This chapter, though really a part of the preceding one, 

is being considered separately because both or its import

ance and because of the amount and kind of research work to 

be presented. There are many factors that may make intelli- !,/" 

gence tests inaccurate measurements---but this, perhaps, is 
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the most important; besides, as far as the writer has been 

able to tell from literature, the research work to be pre

sented here will cover more cases than many similar research 

:problems or experiments on the constancy of the I. 1i. ~---·· ... --.............. ._.,"-...._,,..-. 

Before taking up the research work or statistical study, 

perhaps sona information from literature on this subject 
[\ 

'' might help. . / __ \ -
.. ---;-- . 

Freeman, Holzinger, and Mitchelll report in their studies 

at Chicago of a significant improvement in intelligence for 

a group of children that were tested before and several years 

after being placed in foster homes. j\ 
·( . . 

Dearborn gives an example of a girl gaining 37 :points 

in intelligence in three years, of another child gaining 22 

points in six months.2 

Dr. Hellen T. Woolley3 retested children of the Merrell

Palmer Nursery School and found an average increase of 13.6 

points in I. ,~. 

-----.----- In the Journal of the N. E. A. you may read---

1. 

A child may change from a high-grade moron to a 
genius in a few years. 

Current conceptions of the stability of the I. Q,., 
to which great significance is attached in most school 
systems, were torn to shreds before the psychological 
section of the American Association for the Advancement 
of Soience here today by Dr. Beth I. Wellman, professor 
of psychology at the University of Iowa •••••• 

J. H. Barnes, Op. Cit., p. 50 

W. F. Dearborn, Op. Cit., pp. 125, 208 

: E. L. Marine, The Effects of Familiarity with the Exam
iner upon Stanford Binet Test Performance, p. 3 
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Dr~ 1Nellman told of experiments ·which :make :mince
meat out of this idea of a nmystical intelligence 11 • She 
gaYe the canefJ of five cl1ildre:n. One had an I. Q,. of 89 
at three, of 149 at ten, and or 132 at thirteen. An-
other start at 98, :':'loved up to 167, and fell back to 
143 at tv1el ve years of aee. Another moved fron 98 to 
153 in ten years. These were all ordinary children, 
whose intelligence increased to tht1 t of geniuses. A 
fifth child ,d th an I. Q,. of 124 at three had rnoved up 
to the sunergenius class of 155 at ten. At twelve she 
leveled be.ck to 154. 4 

-..-Last <vear Stoddard told ~j:;:ii;~, N. E. A. convention that---

The best tests available sh.owed that for 600 child
ren who attended the pre-schools sponsored in the sta
tion, there i:ms an aye rage gain of 20 I. (},. ( intelligence 
measurement) points.5 

Terman6 recheclced 435 pupils to find that the :middle 

50 per ce11t of all the ohanges ranged from a loss of 3.3 to 

a. gain of 5.7 in I. Q,. This is not a very large change for 

the middle 50 per cent, but how about the other 50 :per cent? 

Terman? partly answers this when he says that about 5 per 

eent vary as r1uch as 15 points. 

\!ie do not have, says Terman, an infallible measur
ing scale, and even if we had ,,ve should hardly expect 
the I. Q.. • •••• 'to maintain perfect constancy. 8 

r.rhe following statistical information is 1)resented here 

to check the constancy· of the r. Q,. and to compare the re

sults vli th. the deviations of' the I. ci. as found by some of' 

the authors just quoted---Stoddard, 20 points; Woolley, 13.6 

4. T. R. Henry, Loe. Cit. 

5. G. Stoddard, Loe. Git. 

H. 1~1. Corning, O~p. Git. 
' p. 8 

?~ L. lt{. Terman, Op. Cit. 
' 

p. 300 

L" M. Ter..nan, O:p. Clt., p. 154 
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points. --
The author has found similar studies based on as few 

as 30 or a hundred pupils but not very many based on more 

than three or four hundred cases, with the exception of two 

studies just mentioned---Term.an' s and Stoddard's. Stoddard's 
t·c 

-ha's 600 cases, and Terman'~ 435. This study has 321 pupils 

in one school and 98 in another, making a total of 419 dif

ferent pupils; but this gives an idea of only one-third of 

the size of the study, for three different I. Q. scores have 

been used for each pupil. This makes the study include 1,257 

I. Q. scores, more than that of any other similar study that 

the writer has been able to find. 

Each of the 419 pupils took the Henmon-Nelson in April, 

1936, while in the Sixth; each pupil took the Otis Self

Administering in Nov., 1937, while in the Eight; and each 

pupil took the Otis uick Scoring in Nov., 1938, while in 

the Ninth. 

The first table for each school shows the gain and loss 
) 

of the Otis Self Adninistering, based upon the Henmon-Nelson; 

the second shows the gain and loss of the Otis Quick Scoring, 

based upon the Henmon-Nelson; the third shows the gain and 

loss of the Otis Quick Scoring, based upon the Otis Self 

Administering. 

The first set of three tables concerns the scores of 

the 321 pupils in the Cleveland Junior High SchoQl of Tulsa, 

Oklahoma. There were only two pupils in this school who 

had not taken all these tests. 
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92 

93 

96 

130 

116 

106 

108 

104 

90 

87 

67 

119 

j 110 

CLEVELAND SCHOOL 

Key to Tables 

In the first two columns---

HN----Hen:mon-Nelson intelligence test scores 
OSA---Otis 0elf Administering intelligence test 

scores 
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O S---Otis ~uick Scoring intelligence test scores 

In third column,_ marked (1), are the gains in points 
of the score in second column over the score in 
first column. 

In fourth colunn, marked (2), are the losses in points 
of the score in second column over the score in 
first column . 

In fifth column, marked (3), a zero designates no 
change in score. 

Table I Table II Table III 

0,.,.A ( 1) {2) ~ 3) HN OQ)3 { 1) ,2) 3) OSA OQS (1) 2) '3) 

101 9 92 110 18 101 110 9 

94 1 93 103 10 94 103 9 

103 7 96 99 3 103 99 4 

122 8 130 118 i2 122 118 4 

115 0 116 107 9 116 107 9 

102 4 106 112 6 102 112 10 

96 ~2 108 105 3 96 105 9 

115 11 104 117 13 115 117 2 

96 6 90 9? 7 96 97 1 

101 14 87 101 14 101 101 ) 

70 3 67 68 1 70 88 , 2 

110 9 119 111 8 110 111 .. 1 

109 1 110 114 4 109 114 5 
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Table I Table II Table III 

HN OSA {1)(2)(3) HN OQ,S (1 }{ 2) ( 3) OSA oq,s (1)(2)(3) 

• 86 99 13 86 98 12 99 98 1 

113 114 1 113 ,113 0 114 13 1 

120 121 1 120 116 4 121 116 5 

96 93 3 96 88 8 93 88 5 

97 97 0 97 106 g 9'i 106 9 

94 96 2 94 101 7 96 101 5 

118 121 3 118 119 1 121 119 2 

98 9? 1 98 103 5 97 103 6 

99 115 16 99 110 11 115 110 5 

101 109 8 101 103 2 109 103 6 

115 11'7 2 115 123 8 11'7 123 6 

104 115 11 104 109 5 115 109 6 

10'2 95 7 102 111 g 95 111 16 

102 92 10 102 104 2 92 104 12 

121 109 12 121 109 2 109 109 0 

79 62 17 79 87 8 62 87 25 

85 88 3 85 94 9 88 94 6 

96 104 8 96 107 11 104 107 3 

115 113 2 115 112 3 113 112 1 

124 125 1 12,1 126 2 125 126 l 

84 85 1 84 102 18 85 102 17 

101 100 l 101 108 7 100 108 8 

112 121 g 112 118 6 121 118 3 

98 108 10 98 108 10 108 1081 .o 

81 90 9 81 98 1'7 90 98 8 
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Table I 'rable II Table III 

HN OSA (1}(2) (3) ~N' OQ,S (1)(2) (3) OSA OQS (1){2){3) 

107 .105 2 107 109 2 105 109 4 

7? 77 0 ?'7 84 7 ?7 84 7 

1104 
' 

106 2 104 111 ? 106 111 5 

99 89 ·o 99 96 3 89 96 ? 
I 

108 107 1 108 106 2 1071106 1 

117 119 2 117 113 4 119 113 6 I 
78 90 12 f/8 94 16 90 94 4 J 

?o I 74 2 74 80 6 ?& 80 4 

112 105 7 112 120 8 105 120 15 

91 81 0 91 80 l 81 80 1 

66 92 6 86 91 5 92 91 1 

80 90 4 86 89 3 90 89 l 
I i 941 83 1 94 93 1 83 .93110 

! 

123 116 7 1231116 7 116 f 110 I · l 0 

l 88 91 3 88 94 6 91 9413 f 

811 91 
i, ' 

10 81 92 11 91 92 l 

13 
! 

95 111 16 106 111 3 g5 108 I 
. l l 

I 

841102 
i 

84 99 15 I 18 1 99 102 3 i 
104 100 4 104 113 9 f 100 11.3 13 

! 

98 104 6 98 108 10 104 108 4 

86 96 10 86 109 23 96 109 13 

£!7 105 9 97 91 6 106 91 5 

78 a2f 4 ?8 83 5 82 83 1 

108 101 7 108 100 8 101 100 · 1 

112 118 0 j 112 118 6 118 1181 0 
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Table I Table II Table III 

IDI OSA {l) (2) !3) lf1-T ons u~ !!fl (1) (2) {3l O""·A 0,.,,..., 
IO ~v (ll{2}!3} 

96 103 7 961 98 2 103 98 5 

84 73 11 841 82 2 73 82 9 

96 112116 96 107 11 112 10? 5 

116 113' 3 116 116 0 113 116 3 

120 116 4 120 108 12 116 108 8 

89 8? 2 89 93 4 87 93 6 

91 89 2 91 93 2 89 93 4 

109 1111 2 109 102 '7 111 102 9 

129 0 129 l30t l 129 130 1 129 

95 97 2 95 4 97 91 6 91. 

9 98 ? 91 106 15 93 106 8 

z 104 101 3 106 101 5 

11 12 11 110 120 10 121 120 1 

103 110 'l 103 113 10 110 113 3 

112J 109 3 112 114 2 109 11 5 

99 92 7 99 9'7 2 92 97 5 

112 104 8 112 108 4 104 108 4 

79 82 3 79 88 9 82 88 6 

8 6 86 113 27 92 113 11 

7 3 72 80 8 75 80 5 

13 12 12 13 120 12 120 120 0 

101 100 7 107 117 10 100 117 1? 
t 

10 106 l 105 105 0 106 105 l 

8 8'- 1 8. 91 ? 85 91 6 

11 12~ 11 11'7 121 4 128 121 7 
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Table I Table II Table III 

HN O~Ji (.till) { 3}. 1:m_o_~1sJ1.illli.~~1 ll) !2) ttl 
~)6 105 9 96 106 10 l 105 1.06 1 I 

101 110 9 
,, 

101 103 2 
I 

110 103 'l i 

f 
l 
j 

13'7 112 25 i 137 119 18 I 112 llS 7 
i !, 

i l 
104 102 2 t 104 104 0 102 104 2 I 

80. 91 11 80 9G 16 91 95 5 i 
! 

109 116 7 I 109 115 5 116 115 1 

114 llt; 2 l 114 108 6 112 108 4 • 

I 90 109 19 90 101 11 109 101 8 

109 11'7 8 10~ 117 8 11'7 11? 0 

82 78 4 82 86 4 78 86 8 

88 94 6 88 90 2 9-fh 90 4 

124 1D3 11 124 124 0 I 113 124 11 

8? 94 7 8? 101 14 94 101 7 

114 112 2 114 112 2 112 112 0 

93 93 0 93 103 10 ·1 93 103 10 
! 

02 92 0 92 91 1 I 92 91 1 
' 

75 91 18 ?5 96 21 11 ,! 91 95 5 

10? 112 5 10? 105 2 ! 112 105 7 ' ! 
I 

114 107 7 114 112 2 
i 

107 112 6 t 

11 
i 

l· • 110 108 2 llO 113 3 108 113 5 ~ 
i i 

I 
l 

105 116 10 106 113 7 115 113 3 l 
111 107 4. 111 108 3 107 108 1 I. I 

t 
! 

I 110 J.12 2 ' 110 101 9 112 101 1 I 
' I 

132 131 

s 1
1 I 

I 1;32 1,31 1 131 131 0 ; 

791 85 
l 

?9 90 11 85 90 5 I 
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Table I Table II Table III 

IiN OSA qJ (2) (3) RN OQS (1) (2)(3} OSA OQ,S (1)(2) (3} -
90 87 3 90 100 10 87 100 13 

70 80 10 70 76 8 80 78 2 

109 112 3 109 115 6 112 115 3 

78 89 11 78 99 21 89 99 10 

<34 100 6 94 97 3 100 97 3 

95 95 0 95 99 4 95 99 4 

130 113 l? 130 120 10 113 120 7 

83 84 1 83 B3 0 84 83 1 

95 98 3 95 105 10 98 105 7 

121 113 8 121 111 10 113 111 2 

103 111 8 103 108 5 111 108 3 

106 109 3 106 113 7 109 113 4 

108 109 1 108 llC 2 109 110 1· 

96 103 ? 96 105 9 103 105 2 

85 97 12 85 102 17 97 102 5 

65 66 1 65 72 7 66 72 6 

85 99 14 85 104 19 99 104 5 

108 113 5 108 103 5 113 103 10 

82 91 9 82 99 17 91 99 8 

115 102 13 115 109 6 102 109 7 

96 92 4 96 90 6 92 90 2 

113 109 4 113 115 2 109 115 6 

93 109 16 93 105 12 109 105 4 

83 88 5 83 9o 13 88 96 8 

' 102 86 16 102 931 g 86 93 7 



58 

Table I Table II Table III 

HN OSA (1)(2)(3) HN OQ.S (1)(2)(3) 0SA OQ,S (1)(2)(3) 

110 107 3 110 85 25 10'7 85 22 

93 83 10 93 103 10 83 103 20 

68 81 13 68 81 13 81 81 0 

109 120 11 109 111 2 120 111 9 

80 79 1 80 90 10 79 90 11 

129 124 5 129 124 5 124 124 0 

102 102 0 102 112 10 102 112 10 

103 115 12 103 108 5 115 108 '7 

118 117 l 118 117 1 117 117 0 

107 102 5 107 110 3 102 110 8 

107 101 6 107 108 1 101 108 ,., 

73 74 1 73 90 17 74 90 16 

99 102 3 99 112 13 102 112 10 

100 100 0 100 103 3 100 103 3 

65 65 0 65 69 4 65 69 4 

101 112 11 101 112 11 112 112 0 

104 110 6 104 116 12 110 115 6 

99 102 3 99 108 9 102 108 6 

108 113 5 108 114 6 113 114 1 

100 111 11 100 109 9 111 109 2 

75 73 2 '75 85 10 73 85 12 

110 116 6 110 115 6 116 116 0 

85 89 4 85 89 4 8 9 89 0 

105 101 -· 4 105 106 l 101 106 5 

112 109 3 112 102 10 109 102 7 
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Table I Table II Table III 

HN OSA {l) (2) (3) EN 0 0.p (1)(2) (3) OSA OQ§ (1)(2) (3) 

94 95 1 94 100 6 95 100 5 

100 92 8 100 102 2 110 116 6 

106 110 4 105 116 10 92 102 10 

95 97 2 95 100 5 97 100 3 

86 99 13 86 96 10 99 96 3 

120 115 5 120 128 8 115 128 13 

92 91 1 92 96 4 91 96 5 

103 104 1 103 108 5 104 108 4 

98 100 2 98 101 3 100 101 1 

78 ?l 7 78 71 7 71 71 0 

109 111 2 109 113 4 111 113 2 

73 73 0 '73 86 13 '73 86 13 

80 98 18 80 107 27 98 107 9 

94 97 3 94 108 14 97 108 11 

.96 98 0 96 105 10 96 10 10 

83 82 1 83 91 8 82 9 9 

130 119 11 130 114 16 119 11 5 

108 106 2 108 5 106 11 7 

'75 63 12 75 '7 2 63 7 10 

8 86 4. ' 8 15 86 9 11 

126 122 4 12 3 122 l?, l 

106 117 11 10 3 11'7 10 8 

115 3 12 g 

9 10 3 10'7 6 

g 3 8 9 2 1 
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Table T Table TT Table III ... .-..l. 

ITH OSA ( 1) (2JJ3) lTIT or,;::~t 
_;,,;''~~!.-.) {1J.L2JJ 3) OSA OQS ( 1) ( 2) ( 3,)_ 

I \ 

111! 11~, ' 'I lC6 , , ., I s:; 

' 106 111 5 0 .,...1.J. .., 
' ' . i 

eo 104 151 
! 

8~1 105 16, ~ 104 10...,
1 

_ .J.. i 

t t' r:, ''A ,:i: 60 ?£' 19 64 79 15 ~ ~, o~ I 

I I 

113 10'1 g 
! 113 113 0 104 113 9 
l 

77 5S 18 l 7? ~Ci 18 t 59 59 0 i ...... i 
I f 

132 111 21 l 132 119 13 ·fi 111 1191 8 
I 

f:14' oi;;; 11 I 84 101 17 ()t, 101 5 ;,, ... , "';;) 
! I 

94,109115 ' i 94 114 20 109 114 5 • ! 
t 

1251123) 2 
. 

125 120 5 123 120 l 3 

I I 
f 92! 96 4 ! 92 100 8 96 100 4 ' I ! 

sol 86 6 I 80 95 15 86 95 9 I I 

' 132 1221 10 132 12-2 10 122 122 0 
I 
1111 105 6 111 108 3 105 108 3 

I 

1051113 8 . 105 113 8 113 11~, 0-

91l1osJr7· 91 109 18 108 109 , .... 

88 85 3 88 90 2 85 90 ~ 
V 

53 5'7 4 53 5'7 4 5? 57 0 
I 

<i:11 98 rJ 91 104 13 I 98 104 6 f 

I 
105 105 0 105 105 0 i 105 105 0 

I I • 
,103 £·9 4 103 lOC 3 i 99 100 1 I 

l10? i ti 
12~ 22 107 125 18 l 129 125 4 

I l 101 105 2 101 101 0 103 101 2 i I 99 111 12 99 112 13 111 112 l 

I 
1 . - I I 

1102 104 2 102 100 2 I 104 100 4 

I l 
I 87 i go 3 87 98 lL 90 98 8 I I l 



Table I Table II Table III 

m~ osA OJ < 2 ) (1iJ _ EN oc@ ( 1 tC?J ( 3) osA o,~s < 1) ( 2) t 3 ) 
q ' ' 
E 93 ! 99 l o 
jl I 

t! 941101 j 7 

11 83 11· 84 f l 
!1 i 

II 100 109 ! 9 

I' t i 

i 84 88 'i 4 
l I 

If: 126 121 j 

II I 

'l 
11 

r 
I 

ij 

'76, 98 ! 22 

111·106/ 

1201110! 
. l 
l i 

93,1021 9 
100'115116 

96 1021 6 
I 

131,1261 

126·1161 

79 90,11 

73 811 8 

112 123!11 

114117 3 

118 123 5 

113 87 

70 78 8 

76 87 11 

76 85 10 
f' 

98 98 

98 92 

136 132 

5 

5 

10 

5 

10 

25 

6 

4 

l'l,1 

i i .. 101 I 99 I 

I l !I 104 i 101 i 
Ir I i 

79t 841 5 

r 10911091 
,1 ' I 
111 asl as! 
I. I . 

118!121 3 

I. ' 
861 98 12 

! 

991106' 7 
i 

116,110 

1011102 1 

1061116 10 

95 1102 7 

2 

3 

121 1261 5 

1, 119 1101 3 
I 

85 90' 4 

651 81 16 

124 1231 l 

11511171 2 

121123 2 

109 87 

81 78 

80 8'7 7 

76 86 10 II 
o I 105 98 

II 
100 92 

124 132 8 

22 

3 

7 

8 

I 
I 
.f 

l 

I 
0 11 
0 i 
! 
I 
I_ 

I 

I 
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Table I Table II · Table III 

EN OSA l 2 (3) HN O 8 l) 2) {3) OSA OQ.S (11 ,2.1.m 
' 911 o II 971 10 l I f10 f 
. 9'7 8? 97 87 

it 
0 1 I . i r 1011101 107 7 

Ii 
114 101 13 l 114! 1 

f. 
., 

1osl l l 
102 I 102 0 Ii 115 13 108 115 7 1 

1091 
I i 

11 I 
( 114 5 ;I 114 113 109 113 4 l Ii I 

! i 
104 1101 6 II 104 108 41 ' I 

110 108 2 
! 

115 4 'I 115 116 1 i 111 116 5 111 

l1 l 0 98 9? l 98 98 9? 98 l !I 
2l 134, 122 12 It 134 132 ! 122 132 10 H I ll \ 

71 
I 

l # 
89 90 l \I 89 9'7 8 4 90 97 

lj 
135 128 7 

11 
135 135 ol 128 135 7 l 1; 

l 

15 I i 92 95 3 
Ii 

92 108 95 108 13 f ''d I ~ ~ ~ I l u I I 
86 90 4 d 861100 141 I 90 100 10 ti 

!I • I ' ~ 
l06j 1101 

I ,, 
3' I li 4 I ;l 

106 10g 110 109 

9211011 I I 

11 j 9' 
i 92·103 I 101 103 2 l I 11 

41 I I 

41 H ~ 1051 991 i 103 99 99 99 10 ! 
ii I ' !I I I 103!106 3 I 103 111 8 106 111 5 . I Ii 

5 I 
,, 

l I 

f 1151112! 3 I! 115 107 8' 1121 107 

791 
I I i l I 

73 6 ii '73 84 11 79 84 5 I I I 

0 ll I I 

112 1121 112 116 4 112ill6 4 I 

II 
111 l 95 1001 5 95 106 100 106 6 l I 

94 16 87 94 
7 I I 78 871 9 78 

I 120 136!16 120 121 1 136 121 15 I 1· 
124 104 20 ll 12.t:1 · 10? 17 104 107 3 I 

7 I I 

10? 113 6 
11 

10? 120 13 113 120 I 83 96 j_3 83 105 22 95 105 9 

i I 75 85 10 ?5 94 19 85 94 9 



Table I '!~able II Table III 

ffi\J OSA (J.) t~~1) HH o:~~.s .PJJ.2 )(_2-) OSA OQS (l) l2) (3). ---
! 

73i 
I 

92! 12 1 I 73 1 92 119 I 801 I 7 801 
'77 851 8 7?1 91 14 85 91 5 

101 102 1 1011 98 3 102 98 4 

104 111 7 104 115 ll 111 115 4 

78 61 17 78 82 4 61 82 31 

126 125 1 126 123 3 125 123 2 

87 74 15 8? 94 7 74 94 ~30 

125 114 11 125 113 12 114 113 l 

82 81 1 82 100 18 81 100 19 

83 101 18 83 101 18 101 101 0 

117 llOj ? 117 114 3 110 114 4 

86 81 5 86 92 6 81 92. 11 

94. 100 6 94. 101 'l 100 101 1 

10") 103 l 102 105 4 103 106 3 

1161 1131 3 
11~ 108 

10 113 106 · 7 

85, 10~ 15 ar::: <J9 14 100 99 1 

12 99 21 120 110 10 99 110 11 

13 11 20 13 123 11 114 123 9 

8 17 8 10 14 105 102 3 

13 11 13. 13 l 122 132 10 

8 9 11 87 110 23 98 110 12 

10 2 99 105 6 101 105 4 

9 8 6 90 91 1 84 91 ? 

g 

9l 
1 91 95 4 90 95 5 

9 9 2 9J 96 4 90 96 6 

£1 10 8 919 11 12 10? 111 4 



Table II Table III 

FFL.9SA (JJJ&( 3 }, __ n_u_q~_ c1..u .. sLLl'J. __ c:sA.J:"Y~~3._[LJ { 2) w. 
85, 103F r 1011103 2 I l 85 J 101 lo j 

i 
6 /f 1· ! 1-,t:4 128 16 

105 107- 2 

96 96 

119 125 6 

~)6 114 18 

14,3 124 

:::,:::1 J2
1 

I f • I 

87! 98jll 

941 951 1 

79! 6 2! 3· 
~ L, ' 

I I 
11 ?i 109· 8 

! 
92 901 2 

91 '931 2 
; 

92 94 2 

93 106 13 

87 81 

111 109 

12 127 7 

118 126 8 

106 120 14 

6 

2 

8 

13 

0 

i. 
H 

144 1301 14 128 130 2 

105 105° 1 107 106 1 J 
11, I ' 

96 96 o 95 96 o I 
119 122 3 125 122 

96 114 16 11,1 114 

3 I 
o I 

L 
i !I ~1 148 13? 

~i 
d 

l 
I 

11 l 124 137,13 

112 1021 

I 
"' q 
:I 
H n 
ii 
11· ., 

Ji 

II 
·1 

124 102 

115 116 1 

87 105 18 

120 11? 

11(,) 117 

118 12 

111 

103 

83 11 

105 

1 

3 

l 

l" 

3 

1 
119 1161 

98, 1051 

951103, 

,l: I ; 82 90 

I 1oi! 101 
! ! 
It sol 96 
I . ! 
! 93l 109 
I' ! 

941 98 

108 96 

81 86 

109 115 6 

127 11? 

126 117 

120 118 

116 111 

93 103 10 

79 83 4 

0 107 105 

10 

3· 

! 

10 

g 

2 

5 

2 

I 
\ 

64 
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Table I Table II Table III 

HN OSA (1 (2l (3' HN OOS (1 (2' (3} OSA QQS ( l l ( 2 ' (3) 

83 71 12 83 93 10 71 93 22 

124 111 13 124 111 13 111 111 0 

91 100 9 91 99 8 100 99 1 

124 116 8 124 111 13 116 111 5 
Total Total Total 
Stu. 179 125 17 Stu. 219 88 14 Stu. 196 96 29 
Total Total Total 
Pts. · 1285 875 0 Pts. 1953 651 0 Pts. 1373 480 0 

Mean 7.18 7.0 0 Mean 8.91 7.4 0 Mean 6.95 5.0 0 

Comparing scores of the second test with the first, 17 

remained the same; comparing scores of the third test with 

those of the first, 14 remained the same; comparing scores of 

the third with the second , 29 remained the same. This shows 

that out of 321 very few remained the same; they either lost 

or gained. 

For the second te~t, Table I, 125 pupils made an average 

loss over the scores of the first test of 7 points; in the 

third test, Table II, 88 pupils made an average loss over the 

scores of the first test ot over 7 points; and in the third 

test, Table III, 96 pupils made an average loss over the 

scores or the second test of five points. This means that 

with each new test there were fewer pupils who made scores 

lower than their first scores. 

In the second test, Table I, 179 pupils made an average 

gain over the scores of the first test of over 7 points; in 

the third test, Table II, 219 pupils made an average gain of 
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almost 9 points over the scores of the first test; in the 

third test, Table III, 196 pupils made an nverage gain of al

most 7 points over the scores of the second test. The sec

ond test scores gained on the first, and the third gained 

on both tho second and first, but gained more on the first 

thnn o:n t~-:0 second. Thin niea.ns that with each new test there 

was an increase in the nv .. m.ber of pupils ,r;rho nade scores high-

er than their first test scores. 

not only d.o the above ta.cl es sli.ovJ that the I. Q .• changed 

so'!ne, but that it increased. 'Ihis is rc.ade more evident by 

corn.paring test three v.d.th test one, Table II. By adding the 

total gained points, 1953, and the total lost points, 651, 

gives a change of 2604 for 321 pupllo. This is e.n average 

change of 8.11 points. By subtracting 651 from 1953, the 

net gain is 1302 points. This is an averoge net gain of over 

4.05 points. 

11ow, what vmuld account for each pupil gaining over 4 

:points in intelligence? Could more testing experience? More 

schoolinc'? 0!' adolescence? :khatever the cause, evidently it 

is not na·ti ve ubili ty. 

Though the above results show that the I. Q,. was not 

constant for the Tulsa pupils, it vms :rnore conBtAnt than the 

writer expected, for the averar;e chance of 8 .11 po:i.nts, though 

significant, is not as greet ns the average gain in either the 

previously r1entioneci reports of 8todda::?d or \'loolley. 

'!'he i.,Ti ter would sugeest that a change in environment 

had a great deal to do ,vi th the increase in the I. Q,. of the 

nursery and preschool children of the above studies, for the 
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children ·were tested before and after having the influence 

of good schools. Better environment, especially in the way 

of schooling, was hardly possible with the pupils of the 

Cleveland School, for they had the influence of an excellent 

school environment to begin with. 

Cleveland Junior High School is a good school, one of 

the best and largest in Tulsa. The children who attend it 

are from st.able homes. Knowing this, the writer decided to 

see how constant the I. Q,. was for children in a school where 

the factors of school and life were more variable. 

The scores to follow come from 98 pupils of the Lowell 

School on the outskirts of Tulsa, where homes are not so sta

ble and life is more variable. There were over 50 pupils in 

this sol1ool who had not taken all three of. the tests. 

LOWELL SCHOOL 

Key to Tables 

In the first two columns---

:m.i----Henmon-Nelson intelligence test scores 
OSA---Otis Self Administering intelligence test 

scores 
OQ.8---0tis Q.uick Scoring intelligence test scores 

In third column, marked (1), are the gains in points 
ot the score in second column over the score in 
first column. 

In fourth column, marked (2), are the losses in points 
of the score in second oolll!.lll over the score in 
first column. 

In fifth column, marked (3), a zero designates no 
change in score. 
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Table I Ta.ble II Table III 

T-n.T OSA (1) (2) {3) }:TN• ,..,. ,t·· (-""I (1)(2}(3) OE)/~ ocr (ll{2J(3) lJ.l'.\i \J .:,i~) __ ·y,'.) 

l ! l ! I I I 771 I I ' ' I 71 Q<,l ~· 1 I 711 77 6 e2 5 .I 
U<'.n .L. . • I 

133 118! I 15 l I I 

I 
133 111 22 11e 1111 7 I 

I I 113j111I I 21 I 
.. 

,lJ 
I 113 115 2 111 L 01 4 I 

87 011 4 i 8'7 !)2 c; 91 92 1 ! V 

103 114 11 I 
I 

103 108 5 114 108 e, 
! 

110 110, 0 110 112 2 110 112 2 

103 981 5 103 108 5 ga 10f3 10 

80 95,15 80 95 15 95 95 0 
I 

86 sol 
61 

86 94 8 80 94 14 

101 106 51 101 106 5 106 106 0 
I 

100 105 5 I 100 104 4 105 104 1 

93 102 9 93 108 15 102 108 6 

?O ?2 2 70 sof 10 72 80 8 

103 106 3 103 115 12 106 115 9 

95 103 7 96 85 11 103 85 18 

88 103115 88 108 20 103 108 5 

63 75 12 63 77 14 75 77 2 

89,110 211 89 105 15 110 105 5 

89 lOOr 11 8S 93 4 100 93 7 

72 86 141 ?2 91 19 86 91 5 

98 2 £8 101 3 96 101 5 96. 

96 107 11 95 105 g 107 105 2 

85 102 17 85 96 11 102 96 6 

114 118 4 114 11"'.l: 0 118 114 4 

98 106 8 98 110 12 106 110 4 

105 105 0 105 110 5 10511101 51 



1rable I rrable .,... .... 
Table III ..l. .l 

JTIL OBA ( :l) (2) (3 L_)D)_ ~~~:lJJ .. § .. U 3) 03A OQ,S J1) ( 2 )_( 3 l_ 
i ·~9i 
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I II I I I I' 71 r ..-, I 8!S'I u. I dt:.1 QO 17 sg ':39 10 I ., I ! 
~; •/ 

I I l sg! Bo 97 11 I I j 301 I I?,. l I 97 8 I ~ t..J i t I '-' ! I 

g,il ! ! I I ' . r ci 51 ' 94 110 lo 99 110 r ' I ;;!,;;j r .L I 1 I l I I 

9? 1111 1 I I 

I 
851105 19 91'? 105 8 

I 
114 11sl 41 1111 124 10 118 124 6 I 

i 
I . ' l 

I 
l 114 119! 5 j I 114 119 5 119 119· 0 I · I I j 

85 108,231 I 85 111 26 108 111 3 
I 
i 

I 

1041 
I 

94 100, 6 I 94 104 10 100 4 

58 63 5 58 65 '7 63 .651 2 

73 75 2 I 73 74 1 ?5 74 1 I 
I I 

51 51 I 102 97! I 102 92 10 97 92 

1091 
I 

107 2f 107 114 ? 109 114 5 I 
! 91 97 106 97 112 15 106 112 6 I 

I 
~9 9? 2 99 105 6 97 105 8 

861100 14 85 104 18 100 104 4 
i 

93 96 3i 93 101 8 96 1011 5 
l I 

81 83 2 81 97 16 83 97 14 

87 85 2 87 80 7 85 80 5 

106 113 '1 106 118 12 113 118 5 

?3 95 22 73 94 21 95 94 1 

125 127 2 125 120 5 127 120 7 

111 122 11 111 126 15 122 126 4 

138 124 14 138 132 6 124 132 8 

108 117 g 108 107 1 117 107 10 

?8 90 1 .... 78 92 14 90 92 2 

I 
4 

104 110 6 104 10? 3 110 10? 3 
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Table '-;" Table II r:rab1s III J. 
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Table I Table II Table III 

HN OSA ( 1) ( 2 )( 3) HN OQS ( 1 )( 2) ( 3J OSA OQ.S ( 1 )( 2) ( 3) 

72 8 72 9 83 9 3 11 0 18 0 

80 7 80 8 74 8 4 6 3 3 3 

88 10 88 10 10? 10 7 19 6 18 6 

94 10 94 10 105 10 5 11 8 14 8 

73 8 

75 7 

81 10 

100 9 

76 8 

98 9 

61 5 

74 8 

106 11 

82 7 

96 9 

78 8 

106 10 

101 11 

111 11 

89 10 
Total 
Stu. 
Total 
Pts. 

8 

7 

7 

6 

6 

9 

9 

8 

6 

1 

7 

5 

6 

3 

5 

2 

15 

2 

26 

10 

1 

14 

10 

1 

7 

12 

4 

13 

77 

668 

4 

2 

11 

0 

18 ..; 

115 0 

73 9 

75 9 

81 9 

100 10 

76 9 

98 10 

61 5 

74 9 

106 11 

82 8 

96 10 

78 9 

106 10 

101 11 

111 10 

89 9 

Total 
Stu . 
Totr>l 
Pts . 

.. 

3 20 

6 21 

8 17 

5 5 

5 19 

3 5 

8 3 

6 22 

5 9 

5 3 

6 10 

8 20 

5 l 

4 13 

9 2 

8 9 

81 16 

943 95 

1 

0 

88 9 3 

?? 9 6 

107 9 

96 10 

86 ·g 

8 

99 10 

59 5 

88 9 

116 11 

71 8 

97 10 

85 9 

106 10 

113 11 

115 10 

102 9 
Total 
Stu. 
Total 
Pts . 

5 

5 

3 

8 

6 

5 

5 

6 

8 

5 

4 

9 

8 

7 

9 

3 

5 

19 

9 

9 

4 

8 

14 

9 

13 

1 

63 

434 

Mean 8.67 6.4 0 Mean 11 .6 5.9 0 Mean 6.88 

1 

9 

1 

1 

1 

6 

4 

30 5 

144 0 

4.8 0 

71 
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The results of the above set of tables show about the 

same thing as the set for the Cleveland School; namely, with 

each new test more pupils make a higher score than they did 

the first time, and the I.~. varies some, both in losses and 

gains, but the gains are greater than the losses. 

In comparing test three with test one of the Lowell 

School, Table II, 81 pupils, about 80 per cent, made a gain 

of almost 12 points each; whereas in the Cleveland School, 

with the same tests, 219 pupils, about 66 per cent, made 

gains of only 9 points. 

In test three for the Lowell School, Table II, the total 

points gained were 943; the total lost, 95. This makes 1038 

for 98 pupils. This gives an average change of over 10.5 

points. Again, this is greater than the average change of 

8.11 points of the Cleveland School. 

Subtracting the total lost points, 95, from the total 

gained points, gives 848, the total net gain . This gives an 

average net gain of 8.65 points. Then each child of the 

Lowell School gained twice as many points of intelligence 

as each child in the Cleveland School . This somewhat sub

stantiates the writer's opinion that the I. Q. is less con

stant where life and school are more variable. 

Though the average change in I. Q., 8.11 in one school 

and 10.5 in the other, is not nearly so great as in the 

Stoddard study or the Woolley study , the fact that one school 

made twice the net gain as the other would suggest to the 

writer t hat the I •• might vary more in schools where school 

and life were more variable, where any of the factors men-
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tioned in the chapter about environment, or where any of 

the factors mentioned in the chapter about intelligence 

tests not being accurate measurements, might have a chance 

to yield their influence. 

After all, it must be remembered that the above average 

changes or 8.11 and 10.5 are for groups, not for individuals. 
--

Speaking of individual variation, Terman9 has this to say: 

An I. Q,. of 85, for example , means no more or less 
than that the child tested later will probably be found 
between 80 and 90. It does not mean that he mhy not 
later test as high as 100 or as low as 70, alt~ough the 
chances are roughly 22 to 1 against his doing so. 

Though Terman does not think the number of extreme var

iations is very great, the writer concludes from the study 

of the abo ve schools that the chances for extreme variation 

and an increase in total variation might be greater in 

schools where the factors of school are more variable than 

t hey were in the Tulsa schools studied or in the schools in 

which Terman did his retesting. In other words, it is the 

writer's opinion, based upon the findings of the two some

what di~ferent -schools in Tulsa, that i f three dif ferent 

intelligence tests were given in one of Oklahoma's average 

rural high schools there would be a chance for greater 

average variation or change than that found in the above 

study. 

Miss Holmes, director of tests in the Tulsa schools, 

said that a few years ago there were many more variations 

in I .• scores than now. She said that ever since about 

~ - L. M. Terman, Op. Cit., p. 300 
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five years ago that she and her department had been doing al

most everything possible to weed out the extreme variations, 

as far as administering the tests was concerned, and had 

found that one of the chief causes was children giving their 

ages incorrectly. She made the statement that with cloing 

everything they could to avoid it, that even now a.t least 5 

per cent of the Tulsa I. (t. scores v;rere inaccurate because 

of this factor. She added that birth certificates were the 

only solution to their problem and that help from them for 

the upper grades vmuld not come for several years. 

The above information was given to show that the Tulsa 

schools have one of the best testing departments in Ok:lahoma. 

Yet., 5 per cent of their I .. i. 's are inaccurate because of 

incorrect ages, not to say anything about the dozens of other 

factors that might affect the I. Q. Besides this, in the 

Cleveland Junior High School, the above study showed a group 

chance of 8.11, not to say anything of the individual changes 

of greater variation that vmuld have to be in order to give 

an average chnnge of 8.11 points for each of 321 children . 

.And all of this under efficient testers and in an environ

P1ent that is probably more constant than in the usual school, 

at least in small schools or rural schools. 

If the I. ci. varies so:ne for the group, and still m.ore 

for the indlvidual in the best of schools, what should be 

the conclusion about the conotancy of the I. Q. for indivi

duals, especially for individuals whose environment changes? 
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MISCELLANEOUS FACTORS 
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Some of the things to be discussed in this chapter may 
V 

- ~exY- iitt.le information 

to be found in literature about some of them; however they 

are given here because of their relation to the more impor

tant factors, and for ·the information they may have for the 

use and interpretation of intelligence tests. 

Immediately after the World War such a wave of intelli

gence testing swept over the country that some people thought 

that the giving of the tests wes simply an educational fad. 

Furthermore a great deal of the early use of tests in 
the classroom was a matter of satisfying curiosity. 
Hundreds of thousands of dollars' worth of tests have 
been given to millions of children, taking thousands 
of hours of pupil and teacher time, with absolutely 
nothing ever coming of it.l -

What do people think about the present giving of intelli

gence tests? A look at the questionnaire will help answer 

the question. 

III. 

1. Check the following that you think are detrimental 
influences or results of I.~. tests in the school: 

No. 

44 (2) An educational fad 

38 (3) Given to satisfy someone's curiosity 

(4) Out of date 

1. H. A. Greene and A. N. Jorgensen, The Use and Inter
pretations of Educational Tests, p. 333 
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This shows that between one-third and one-fourth, or 

thereabouts, still think they are an educational fad and 

are given to satisfy soraeone's curiosity. Yet, only 13 out 

of 154 thought they were out of date. 

It the tests are not given to satisfy someone's cur

iosity or as an educational fad, what is done ·with the find

ings'? 

v. 
4. After knowing the I. Q,.'s of' the different pupils, 

did you spend more, less, or about the same amount 
of time on your slow pupils as you did before you 
knew their I. ft.' s'? · ----

No. 

17---No answer 
22---8nme time 
0---Less tir,.e 

15---l,tore time 

The above res1.1.lts do not accurately tell what we.s done 

after testing, for other things might have been done, but 

it does show that less than 28 per cent gave additional hel:p 

to the ones ·who made low ratings. Then. some good was done 

for the pupil with the low I. Q.., but not as much as might 

have been. 

The writer has taught in three schools where intelli

gence tests \'Vere given with little accomplished therefrom. 

In two schools the tests were given and graded but nothing 

was done with the.results; in the third school the tests 

were not all graded, let alone recorded. Though the writer's 

experience may not be typical, and may not prove anything, 

it is something to be considered. 
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1. Check the following that you think are detrimental 
influences or results of I. ~- tests in t he school : 

No. 

_1_(12) Wastes too much of the student ' s time 

__2_(13 ) Too much 1ork on the teacher 

A very small number think that the tests work the 

teacher too much or take up too much of the student's time. 

III-1-(14) Expense of testing too great 

Twenty-five checked the above, showing that several, 

over 16 per cent, thought that the tests were too expensive. 

The following gives some more information on the above: 

v. 
5. Is enough benefit derived from knowing the I. ~.•s 

of students to compensate for the expense, the 
teacher's time, and the children's time spent in 
an I .. testing program? (Yes or no) ----

Yes-----28 
No-- - - - -14 
Blank---12 

Of the 54 who had given tests over half of them th ught 

the information gained from the tests more than compensated 

for the teaoher's time, the pupil's time, and for the ex

pense; however, practically one-fourth did not , and one

fourth would not say. 

Perhaps, when some of the above said that the expense of 

testing ra.s not too great, they ~ere thinking of giving only 

one test. 

IV. 

1. Does your school have the money and the time to give 
several intelligence tests , at least two or three, 
to every student? (Yes or no) ----



Yes-------57 
No--------72 
Dlank-----35 
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In the table just before this one the one-fourth of the 

people who had. glven tests indicated that they thought the 

tests too exponsive; in this table about one-half of all the 

people who answered the questionnaire, v,;hether they had given 

tests or not, indicated that their schools did not have the 

money to give two or three intelligence tests. 

This is something to think about, when many of our edu

cators t,hink that more than one test should be given every 

pupil. Tulsa gives three tests to each pupil in the junior 

high school, takes the average, and calls that his I. Q. 

Tulsa does this ·to make an allowance for the changing I. Q. 

Peterson2, of Peabody College for Teachers, thinks that 

more than one test should be given each child. Binet3 

thought that several tests should be given, even five or six. 
~7'"'';;;.<!':·~-- ~" -- -- . ·-

M. R. Trabue4, of Columbia, says: 

The tests at present available are so inadequate 
and crude that one who uses a single test score as the 
sole basis for a vital decision in the life of an .~eri
can youth is guilty or most unscientific practice and 
possibly of a great in,jury to the child advised. 

So, if the I. Q.. is not constant and the school does not 

have the raoney to give more than one test, should it be giv

en at all? 

r.,1 
iS- J. Peterson, Early Conception and Tests of Intelligence, 

p. 299 

'@ J. Peterson, Loe. Cit. 

4. M. R. Trabue, Op. Cit., p. 177 
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If half of the schools could not buy several I. Q. 

tests, how many can buy both intelligence tests and achieve

ment tests? The table below helps to · answer the question·. 

IV. 

2. Does your school have the money and ti~e to buy 
and give both intelligence tests and achievement 
tests? (Yes or no) ----

Yes-------48 
No--------67 
Blank-----39 

About one-third s~y "yes". To the two-thirds, who do 

not have the money and time to buy and give both achievement 

and intelligence tests, the writer would suggest from the 

following dis~ussion that perhaps only achievement tests rr\ ~ 

should be boaght. Of course, the i ntelligence tests are 

better for some things than the achievement tests, but the 

achievement test may displace the intelligence test in .many 

instances . This statement will be substantiated in the fol

lowing discussion. 

In the first place Gilliland and Jordan5 think that 

classroom teachers may give achievement tests but only 

specialists should give intelligence tests. Holzinger6 says 

intelligence tests add little to the informatioD furnished 

by achievement tests. Kelley? says that a comprehensive a

chievement test measures about the same t hing---90 per cent. 

v5. A. R. Gilliland and R.H. Jordan, Op. Cit., p. 39 

W. S. Gray, Op. Cit., p. 180 

T. L. Kelley, Op. Cit., p. 21 
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Not having t~e noney to buy several intelligence tests 

for eech child, or not having the money to buy both intelli-

gence tests and achievement tests should not be the only 

reason f~r using achievement tests instead of intelligence 

tests. For prognosis in a specific subject or field Kelley8 

has showed that achievement tests are preferable to intelli

gence tests. 

Of course aehievenent tests a.re better than intelli

gence tests for measuring progress in a particular school 

subject or in general school work. 

As a basis for future classification or pupils, at 

least as a basis for predicting future success in school, 

Kelley9 has found grades, teachers' estimates, and special 
' 

tests to all be better than intelligence tests. 

Even tests other tha.n achievement may be used instead 

of intelligence tests. KeyslO showed in his work on cunu

lative testing that an averaee of some 5 or 6 tests given 

for instructional purposes is as good as an intelligence 

test for sectioning arid classif"ying pupils. 

A good vocabulary test might be substituted for the in

telligence test if no grades, teachers' estimates, or any 

other inf"ormation is available to help in an immediate 

~f. T. L. Kelley, Op. Cit. , p. 25 

,~' L. H. King,. Tulental and Interest Tests, p. 9 

10. · N. Keys, The Improvement of Measurement Through Cumu
lative Testing, p. 77 
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sectioning of a nev1 group of pupils. Termanll says that a 

vocabulary test is a fair intelligence test. He found a .91 

correlation in one of his intelligence tests between the -voe-

abulary part and t11e whole test. 

Aga:i..n, i.t is proba'tJle that ratings on acllie;rm::i.ent tests 

do not have the possible dot:rirnental results or after effeot.s 

that intelligence tests :might have. The questionnai1·e shows 

this to be true. 

IV. 

3. Does a lov.;r score on an achievement test stigmatize 
a ohild as rmch as a low score on an intelligence 
test? (Yes or no) ----

Yes-------19 
N'o-------102 
Blanlt-----33 

Over 5 times ari r1nn:7 said "non as said "yest'. Does 

this nsed further interpretation? 

How mo.ny think that t11e rtHml ts of intelligence tests 

stigm.a ti ze children? 

III-1--( 5) 8t:i.gnmtizes chiJ.d:een 

Thirty-four checked the above. 

V. You need not ans·wer the follmving six questions unless 
intelligence tests have been given in your school: 

1. Do the pupils in your school know what they made on 
theix' intelligeneo tE:ists': (Yes or no) ----

Yes-------12 
No--------33 
Blank------G 

Fifty·-f'our schools are represented in the above table, 

/ 11.' L. M. Terman, Op. Cit., p. 308 
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but evidently the teachers in 9 of them, for there were 9 

blanks, did not know whether t11e children knew their I. Q,. 

rating or not. This is probably because tl1e tests were gi v

en and forgotten, nothing being done with the ratings. If 

this is true, it would not make very much difference whether 

the pupils in these 9 schools knew their I. Q,.'s or not; but 

in the other schools over one-fourth knew their r. Q,.•s. 

This proportion is too large, for·. if children are not to be 

stigmatized, they are not to find out their I. Q,.'s. 

For obvious reasons, says Termanl2, the teacher 
should use discretion in talking about the results of 
tests. That the child should not be told his mental 
age or I. Q.. ha.s already been emphasized. The teacher 
will also find that it is generally unwise to discuss 
the test results vd th parents in very specific ter:m.s .•• 
••• It is best not to discuss I. Q.'s and mental ages of 
individual pupils too freely among acquaintances or even 
among colleagues. One never knows when or where a 
chance remark will be repeated. 

The discussion to follow concerns other possible bad 

effects of giving intelligence tests, especially if the pu

pils know their I. Q,.'s. 

III-1 

54 ( 6) Gives some stud.ents the "big head" 

25 (?) Promotes laziness among slower group 

M._(8) Promotes discord between patrons and the school 

£_(9) Causes trouble at1ong children in the same 
family 

One-third indicated that some students get the "big 

head". This is a high proportion, one out of· three, and is 

· 12. L. M. Terman, Op • Cit • ~ :p • 299 
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all the more indicative when it is realized that most of 

the people who filled out the questionnaire ere experienced 

teachers. 

About one-sixth thought the tests promoted laziness 

among the slower group . 1 The- write r has heard boys in a high 
.,) 

school in a certain college town say that they purposely 

made low grades on their tests so they would be put with a 

slower group and could have more time for sports. Whether 

this actually happens or not it is something to consider. 

Not to say anything of the parents whose children made low 

I. Q.. ratings, in this same ton the writer has heard of 

parents, members of the college faculty in one or two i n

stances, complaining that because their child made a high 

grade on an intelligence test he was ruining his health try

ing to do what the teachers expected him to do in order to --make an "A'. 

And from the questionnaire comes this information: 

About one-third thought that the results of intelligence 

tests caused trouble between the school and patrons . And 

it is surprising to see that 43 out of the 154 checked 

•· Causes trouble among children in the same family". 

This ttl~sis has considered several possible detrimen-

tal influences or results of intelligence tests , 

though some of them may not be of grave importance. 

even 

these possible detrinental influences will-be repeated-, i:t,h 

t£: abulated c-hecks that each received in the questionnaire, 

as ·ntluences- that, in the writer's opinion, might be avoided 
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by either defining the thing measu.red by intelligence tests 

as abilitv to do school vwrk, or, by subfJt:ltuti11g whenever 

llossible sor:1e other kind of test, especially th.e achievement 

test. Be~rinc nind that 154 people ansvmred the q_uestion-

mdre, the tabulations repeated here ought to be fairly sic

nif icant, vTi th the exception of number ( 4) , Out of date. 

III~ 

1. Ct.eek the f ollov:ing tbat you think are detrimental 
influences or results of I. Q. tests in the school: 

116 (1) Not, an accurate :aeasurement 

44 (2) An educational f'ad 

38 (3} Given to satisfy so:meone's curiosity 

13 

34 

54 

25 

53 

(4) Out of date 

{5) Stigmatizes children 

{6} Gives some students the "big head.r 

( 7) Promotes laziness among slovier group 

(8) Promotes discord between patrons and the 
school 

43 (9) Causes trouble among children in the same 
family 

-1§_(15) Discrimination against some of the students 
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CHAPTER VII 

THE USE OF INTELLIGENCE TESTS _.;;_f.f'·f··' . .t:.:/ 

Sometir~es intelligence tests are given and little or 

nothing is done ·with the scores, as has been :previously men

tioned in this t£;~h;.\ but for another citation, and from 

the Tv1enty-First Yearbook---

Ac1ninistrators reading this will in many cases be 
reminded of :piles of unscored tests in their offices 
that have not :received this prompt and systematic 
treatment.l 

But someti:nms intelligence tests are given and too much 

is done v.ri th the scores. · Since the questionnaire has showed 

that of the 154 ·who answered it 54 represented schools ·where 

intelligence tests had been given sm:1e time or other, perhaps 

it might be informational to find. out so:m.ethine; about what 

these schools did with the I. Q,. scores. 

v. 
2. Are your students grouped according to tlleir M. 

A.'s? (Yes or no) ----
Yes--------8 
No--------42 
Blank------4 

Only 8, hardly 15 per cent, grouped their students ac

cording to their 1'11. A.' s. It must be admitted that the above 

question is faulty; yet, even though the questionnaire did 

not ask if the students were classed according to I. O,.'s, 

!.... Q.. 's, or E. 'l· 's, etc. , it is :probable the teachers v1ould 

have tak.an nu. A." on the questionnaire as synonimous with 

1. M.A. Miller, The Adninistrative Use of Intelligence 
Tests in the High School, p. 196 
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with "I. Q.", etc. At least, it can be said that of the ap

proximately 154 schools represented, only a little over 5 

per cent of them classified the students by their M. A.'s. 

Yet, over 35 per cent had given tests. 

Even though a few classified the students according to 

their M. A.'s, how many kept a record of the I. Q.'s? 

III. 

6. Does your school have a record of the I. Q.'s of 
its students? (Yes or no) ----

Yes-------41 
No--------84 
Blank----- 29 

Forty-one had a record, leaving 13 that did not. This 

means that of all the schools represented only 26 per cent 

had records of the I. Q.'s. Only 35 per cent of the schools 

had given tests, and only 26 per cent had kept a record of 

the I. Q. 's. Surely this tells something about what use the 

present schools are making of intelligence tests. 

If 8, or over 15 per cent, grouped the students accord

ing to t heir M. A.'s, did any of the students object to this 

method of chassification? 

v. 
3 . pproximately what per cent of the s tudents objected 

to being grouped according to their M. A.'s? ----
Here are the eight answers: 

Answer Per Cent 

l.-~----0 
2.------0 
3.------5 
4.-----20 
5.-----25 
6.-----65 



Answer Per Cent 

?.----100 
8.---- "Parentn prevented" 
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There were objections in 75 per cent of the schools 

where the children were classified according to their M. ·A.' s. 

In over half of the schools, more than 4, the objections 

were serious , and in three of them they were extremely ser

ious. In answer eight, "Parents prevented" is very signif

icant. This also helps to answer the topic previously dis 

cussed about whether or not intelligence tests cause trouble 

between the school and the patrons . 

fuat did all of the teachers who answered the question

naire think about the above method of classifying pupils? 

III. 

8. Do you believe in classifying or grouping students 
according to their M. A.'s? (Yes or no) ----

Yes-------54 
No--------71 
Blank-----19 

More than 41 per cent think that the students should 

be classified by their M. A.'s. Yet, in actual practice less 

than 15 per cent so classify them. 

Again, it must be remembered that students could be 

classified in the superintendent's office by their M. A.'s 

and still not be grouped by that method in their classwork, 

for many superintendents do not believe in homogeneous group

ing by M. A.'s or by any other method . 

Dr. Hill, of Harvard, s a id in one of his lectures at 

the Oklahoma A. and M. College that the only way to have 
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homogeneous grouping was to have one child. 

Keliher2 concluded this in his studies of homogeneous 

grouping: 

Homogeneous grouping, as we now have it, appears 
undesir~ble. The measurement bases re uisite for such 
grouping ~resuppose its major concern ith the partial, 
academic phases of life. Acceptance of the philosophy . 
that education is to concern itself with the whole child 
means rejection of a device which selects for consider
ation only certain of the individual's abilities and 
traits. In the light of sound theory and science of edu
cation homogeneous grouping should not be employed. In 
the light of the evidence concerning the resul ts proposed 
tor grouping, it does not a chieve those results. There
fore, the major conclusion is that homogeneous grouping 
is not desirable in our .elementary sc ools. 

Even Terman3 says: 

Immediate and wholesale re-grading of the school 
on the -basis of mental age as soon as the tests have 
been computed is not recommended. 

Some peonle believe that even if students are grouped 

homogeneously it should be done by some me thod other than 

by the results of intelligence tests . For example, Hollings

head4 found that t he educational age and subject age were 

the best methods for classifying stua,ents for school ork. ~lg~: .... :;~~,'' 
Several references were made in1,_Chapter to the using of 

achievement tests, as ell as others, inste d of intelli

gence tests for t he purpose of classification. -------
3hould the taking of intelligence tests be compulsory 

A. V. Keliher, A Critical Study of Homogeneous Grouping, 
p. 162 

v3~ L. M. Terman, Op. Cit., pp . 299, 300 

A. D. Hollingshead, An Evaluation of the Use of Certain 
Educational and Mental Measurements for Purposes of 
Classification, p . 53 
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for nll school children? 

III" 

7. Should all elementary and secondary schools give 
I. ~l- tests to all the children?. (Yes or no) 

Ye.s-------86 
Y.-l"o--------53 
Blank-----15 

---

Eighty-six, over half of the 154, say tests should be 

give:n, nnd about one-third say they should not. r!"'!.. g1· .L'hOU, l this 

gives no information as to how the results should be used 

and interpreted, it does mean that over half of the teachers 

thought tests shoulcl be given throughout both grades and 

high school. 

It 11.ay be t11at some of the teachers who objected to the 

giving of tests to every child might not object to the use 

of them in a more restricted sense. 

III. 

5. If I. ti. tests are given at all, should they be more 
or less lirn.i ted just to problem children'? 
(Yes or no) ---

Yes-------46 
No--------98 
Blank-----10 

But the supposition did not prove correct. Almost 

twice as rnany objected to the limiting of intelligence tests 

to proble1:-i children as objected to giving the tests to all 

children in both eler1entary and secondary schools. 

III. 

Then, if teachers are to use the tests---

2. Have teachers put too much emphasis upon the I. ·Q.. 
in methods of teaching, grouping, etc? (Yes or no) 



Yes-------68 
No--------80 
Blank------6 
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Though more say nno" than nyes", the number that say 

rryes 0 is so great, not far from half, that it is indicative. 

It means that the tenchers thought that intelligence tests 

had been misused and nisinter:preted. F.ven some of the 

teachers who i:n table III-7 signified that the tests should 

be used., indicat;ed in III-2 that too :much emphasis had been 

put on thern.. 

III. 

Now, comes an important quest.ion: 

3. Generall3r speaking, do you think I. f.J,. testing pro
grams such as Yle 11ovv have should be ti.one away vd th 
in the school? (Yes or no) ---

Ye.s-------31 
No-------115 
Blanlf------8 

Though 31 say n:res 11 , almost 4 times as many say "no1r. 

Vlhat is the opinion of. teachers \1,rho have had experience 

giving int8lligence tests, about doing away ld th the gj_ving 

of the tests? 

v. 
6. Regardless of all the disadvantages and drav1backs 

ot the average I. ti. testing program, are the ad
vantages and benefits great enough to justify such 
a program? {Yes or no} ----

Yes-------33 
Ho--------10 
Blank-----11 

'Three times as many think a.n intelligence testing :pro

gram is ·worth while as those who do not. Yet, the prop or.-. 

tion of' the ones who think the tests not worth while is great 



enough not to be ignored. 

Stating the above question differently to all of the 

154 teachers, these answers were received: 

III. 

4. Do you believe in so e kind of an I. Q. testing 
program? (Yes or no) ----

Yes------139 
No--------11 
Blank------4 
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Just 11 out of 154 did not believe in any kind of an 

intelligence testing program, and 139, over 90 per cent, did 

believe in some kind of an I .. testing program . Then, at 

least one conclusion of this chapter should be that, t hough 

many of the 154 teachers objected to some of the uses of in

telligence tests, almost all of them thought some kind of an 

I •• testing program should be used . 
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CONCLUSION 
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Before vmrking on this thesis the writer had the con

ception that psychologists and leading ec1ucators thought 

that intelligence tests ~/Ore almost perfect .. easurements of 

native e ... dowment, but now the writer has come to the con

clusion , after reading about ah ndred books, articles, and 

pamphlets on the subject, that he, like many other teachers, 

not to mention people in general, had a mistaken idea to be 

gin with, because of the popular definition of intel ligence 

tests and what they measure . Drawing conclusions from the 

educational literature read for this thesis, the writer voul d 

say that very few if any of the present day authorities main

tain that intelligence tests are either perfect measurements 

of intelligence or measurements of only native intelligence. 

Chapter III gave very forcible evidence that environment , 

affects intelligence, especially from the questionnaire . Of 

course the results of a uentionnaire nay not give conclusive 

evidence, but they do show what certain people believe; and 

since the questionnaire was filled out by teachers on ques

tions pertaining to the teaching profe sjon, the results 

should be fairly accurate . If the teachers were wrong in any 

of their opinions, then the results show what opposit ion is 

to be met in setting a certain wrong right. 

Two different tables showed that 90 per cent or more 

of the teachers thought that environnent affected intelli

gence, and uotation after uotntion from leadi"ng authori -
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ties was given to corroborate this evidence. Of course 90 

per cent, or even a hundred per cent of the teachers, could 

be wrong, but it is not very likely that 90 per cent of the 

teachers are wrong, and such educators as Fuller, Stoddard, 

Wellman, Dearborn, and others. 

Though the second II-1 lists environm.ental factors in 

order of their influence upon intelligence, it may give very 

little additional evidence that enviro:nment affects 1.ntelli

gence, but it is interesting to see 1:vhat the teachers listed 

as the most influenciala However, the potency of the differ

ent factors should be interesting to school teachers, and 

vveuld be something to consider in trying to raise the I. Q,. 

of any one person or group. 

Even if II-3 shows that an average of the estimates of 

the 154 teachers of the influence of the one environmental 

factor, schooling, upon intelligence is 36 per cent, the de

gree of influence of the different facto.rs, or of all of the 

factors, is not as important in the view of the objective of 

this thesis as the fact that over nine-tenths of the teachers 

indicated that enviror~ient does affect intelligence. 

Of the twelve items named in the first II-1 as possible 

enviromnental factors every one was checlrnd not a feiN thnes 

but 1::iany. Not a single i tern received less than 50 checlrn 

out of a possible 154. This means that every one of the 12 

items :mentioned was considered by at least one-third of the 

teachers as an e:nvirorunental factor ·which affects intelli

genceo So, it must be concluded, since every item received 



from 50 to 136 checks, that the school teacher~1 thought that 

all 12 of the possible environr:10ntal factors do affect in

telligence. At least, it m.ust be acknovJledged that if any 

one of these twelve factors exert influence on. the I. Q.., 

intelligence is affected by environment. 

All of the findings of Chapter III concerning the ef

fects of environment u7;,on intelligence r:,elp to show that au

thorities and many teachers believe that intelligence tests 

are not accurate measurements of only :native a.bilit;y, to tho 

utter disregard of ability acquired through envirom1ent. 

For one thing, this means that authorities and a great 

:many teachers sa;,,r that snores on an intelligence test t,hou.ld 

not be interpreted as indicative of pure native ability; 

other\Jise they ·would say the tests a.re misused. 

In Chapter IV some evidence was given to support the 

·writer's opinion that the reason v1hy such an overwhelming 

r:ia.,jority checked intelligence tests as not accurate neasure

rnents vms becauoe intelligence tests were popularly· clefined 

as r:1em:mrements of only nnti ve intelligence. Thus, it v:as 

concludeQ that if' intelligence were differently defined, 

perhaps not so· r1any people ,muld say that the tests are not 

accurate neasurer,ients. In other vmrds, if it could be said 

that intelligence tests just sin-ply :meae;ure intelligence, 

regardless of how much is the result of errvironr1ent and horv 

tTLi.Ch is the result of Gom.ething else, more J)eople would pro

bably think of them as being somewhat. r:lore accurate. 

Since evidence frorrJ. literature was given to shot\' that 
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educators could not agree upon what it is that intelligence 

tests measure, the writer offered a practical definition--

ability to do general school work. If such a definition 

were accepted, the old argument of the effects of environ

ment upon intelligence might be avoided, and many of the 

other accusations made about the detrimental effects of in-

. telligence tests; and then more people would accept intelli

gence tests as accurate measurements---measurements of abil

ity to do general school work. Whether or not this defini

tion is accepted for general use of the tests, it would be 

a sane one to use in the interpretation of test scores. 

By the popular definition of intelligence and the tests, 

evidence taken mostly from literature and teachers' opinions 

was given to show that the so-called general tests are too 

verbal, that they do not measure power intelligence, that 

they do not measure the inventive mind, and that they do not 

give mechanically minded people and socially minded people 

a fair chance. 

Several quotations ,ere given to prove that the tests 

are not accurate measurements of future success, that I. ~ . v 

scores are poor criteria for predictin the kind and amount 

of success in school or life. Even if there is a positive 

correlation between the I .• and future success, it must be 

remembered that it is not perfect, and that many studies 

have been done showing that rades, subject tests, etc. are 

better for makin prognoses. 

It must be evident that the so-called general intelli-
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gence tests do discriminate against some people , that they can 

not measure accurately the intelligence of foreigners who have 

an English handicap, or the intelligence of someone who has a 

physical handicap such as an eye defect. I f this conclusion 

is wrong, many authorities are wrong; otherwise this means 

that tests are misused when given to foreigners , people .iith 

physical defects, etc. 

After all , if different group inteliigence tests very 

often do not give a score much higher than . 75 in intercor

relations, evidently they do not measure the same thing or 

there would be a higher correlation. 

And it should be remembered, in spite of the fact that 

there may not be enough evidence as yet to prove the theory, 

Thorndike may be right in thinking that each person has three 

I. ~.'s. And he may have more, who knows? 

If no conclusive evidence was offered in the body of 

the thesis, especially in Chapters III and IV, to prove one 

way or the other some of the questions raised about the tests 

not being accurate measurements, at least enough evidence was 

given to show that some authorities and may teachers :bel ieve 

that the following things may be factors capable of making 

the tests not accurate measurements, and that they should be 

considered in order to prevent the misuse and misinterpreta

tion of the scores: 

1. Not given correctly 

2 . Not graded correctl , ... 

3. Not fair to socially minded people 

4. Not fair to mechanically minded people' 



97 

5. Too verbal 

6. Not fair to people with an English handicap 

7. Not fair to people with certain physical defects 

8. Not fair to people who become "rattled" on the test 

9. The effects of environment 

10. The inventive mind 

11. Power intelligence 

12. Not an accurate prognosis 

13. Can not measure character and personality 

14. Low :intercorrelations 

15. What is measured not definitely defined · 

If teachers and people in general could forget the pop

ular conception of the tests, and realize that they are not 

perfect measurements, there would probably be fewer object

ions to t he use of intelligence tests , and fewer misuses and 

misinterpretations of the results. If the tests are not ac

curate because of any one or half a dozen of the above, would 

it not be better to define the thing measured as the writer 

suggested---ability to do general school work? If the so

called general intelligence tests measure only abstract in

teLligence instead of mechanical or social, if they measure 

environmental or acquired intelligence instead of native in

telligence, if they do not measure character and personality, 

the driving force behind intelligence, and can not make an 

accurate prognosis, or do some of the other 15 things indi

rectly suggested above, it is the conclusion of the writer 

that it ,ould be better to limit the measuring capacity of 

tests to the practical schoolman's definition of what they 



measure---ability to do general school work. At least it 

would be a sane and practical way to use and interpret I. 

ratings. 
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Almost all of the evidence that was presented to show 

that environment affect 0 the I. Q. and that intelligence 

tests are not accurate measurements is evidence that the I.~

is not constant. Almost any of the 15 things mentioned above 

as possible factors causing the test_s no'c to be accurate 

measurements could be factors in causing the I . i . to vary. 

The 'li'Ork of Freeman and others can not be ignored, and 

the examples of Dearborn , and the separate studies of oolley ; 

Stoddard, and Voodman---all evidence that the r . Q. is not 

constant. 

The statistical study in this thesis of the thr ee I . ~ 

scores for each of the 321 p~pils in the Cleveland School 

and for each of the 98 pupils in the Lowell School shows 

that the I • • is not constant. For every child in the 

Cleveland School there is an avera e change of 8 .11 points 

between the first and third test . For every chil d in the 

Lowell School there is an average change of 10.5 points be

t1een the f irst and third test . This change is high, but 

not as high as the :riter had expected; however , it must be 

remembered that this change in I. Q. is the group chan e, the 

average cha e, and that many of the individuals had to vary 

considerably i!l order to make a group change of 8 . 11 and of 

10.5. 

The net gain for the Cleveland School is 4 . 05 points, 

and for the Lowell School, 8.65 . The fact that each child in 



the Lcn::rell School gained tvdce as I"lany I. '}. :points as each 

child in the Cleveland School is evidence that the I. Q. is 

l.ect) constaJ1t i•rl.1ere sc11ool a.nd lj_fe a.1~e Ilt)I~e variable, 1.vJ1ere 

there are greater c1v:inges in er1v:.tronHent f1~om favorable to 

un:fE:.V(F·a'b.1e si.tuation:, or :f'ron. un:t'avorable to fa,;rorable. 

Considering the above mentioned 16 or more factors that 

:::11:1.crht cai:u:w inaccuraciefl in measuring, that nd.ght cause the 

I. Q,. to change, tlH:i ;:·rri ter is o.f th6 o::::d.nio:n that there is 

_probab1:t not n sc1:.'.ool in Oklahonm outside of Tulsa in vihich 

theae facto:ro might be more constant than the;1r are in the 

Cleveland School; yet on th;:1 third teDt ,3ach child made a 

net ca:Ln of 4,.0!:1 ;}olnts oi:rnr his first test. VJhnt cmrned 

the gain in intelligence? This thesis has no proof, but the 

rn:•j_ ter 1mnfJ.E;rn i:J? adcH tiana1 sehool or adolescence might 

be Tb.is is 1J011.eth:i.ng for further study. 

If there is one thing this thesis has proved it is this: 

The I. Q,. was not constant for the pupils o:ri. v1hich the above 

Though the I. <,• rnay have a certain degreG of. constancy 

f(JJ' the sroup, and a lesser degree for certain :ind:t,riduals, 

it mu:Tt bE; renerabered that eclucatorB are not agreed as to 

v/hnt thir; consta:ney !)ertains to---as to vlha t it is the,t; the 

tests actually ~easure. 

Testg Bhould not be given v:i t.hout a :rmr,ose, vT!.thout. 

ha vine in :::1ind sor,1e use for the scores; yet the questionna:l.re 

nhm:ed that less tr.an 28 per cent gave additional time to the 

onen ,_,rho ~1a.de low ratings. If one of the pur1)0ses of em I. 

(t,. test inc; progran is to find the puJJils with lovv I. Q,. and 
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give them more instruction or help, evidently some testing 

programs are not realizing this purpose . 

Most of Chapter IV and parts of Chapter V give evidence 

that the I. Q. changes and that each child needs to be given 

more than one I. Q. test. But the questionnaire indicated 

that half of the schools represented by the teachers filling 

out the questionnaire did not have the money to buy two or 

three I. Q. tests for each child. Evidently the expense of 

a testing prograo involving more than one testing of the en- / 

tire school would be a deciding factor in many places under 

present financial conditions. 

This thesis has considered several possible detrimental 

influences of intelligence tests, and after considering the 

information gained from literature and the questionnaire, as 

well as from other sources, the 9 things listed below are 

presented as factors that might be given some consideration 

in order to avoid the misuse and misinterpretation of intelli

gence tests. These factors are not listed as conditions that 

any one of which or all occur in every testing program, but 

as possible factors likely to occur, especially as indicated 

by the questionnaire. 

1. Not an accurate measurement 

2. Gives some students the "big head" 

3. Promotes discord between patrons and school 

4. Discrimination against ·some of the students 

5. An educational fad 

6. Causes trouble among children in the same family 

7. Given to satisfy someone's curiosity 
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8. Stigmatizes children 

9. Promotes laziness among slower group 

Although the factors just presented are arranged in the 

order of the number of checks that each received in the 

questionnaire, the thesis has little to give that would in

dicate the graveness of each. In other words , this thesis 

says that the questionnaire indicated that in some cases the 

results of intelligence tests give children the "big head", 

but it does not say in what per cent of the oases . Thus, to 

determine the graveness of each one of the possible detrimen

tal influences of I. Q,. testing is something for further 

study. 

Ho are these possible detrimental factors to be avoid

ed? To answer this question was not the purpose of this 

thesis; however, there was some discussion on this subject 

in one or two of the chapters , and from this it was conclu

ded that some of them might be avoided by either defining 

the thing measured by the tests as ability to do general 

school work, or, by substituting whenever possible some 

other kind of test, especially the achievement test. 

Almost half of the questionnaires indicated that too 

much emphasis had been put on the tests. Evidently the tests 

have been misused and misinterpreted, for surely many of our 

educators and 68 out of 154 teachers who answered the ques

tionnaires can not be wrong. For example, even if it is all 

right to give intelligence tests to all school children , it 

has not yet been definitely proved that children should be 

classified for classroom work according to their M. A.'s; 
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thus any teacher who gives a single test and groups children 

for classwork according to their M. A.'s and then gives vo

cational advice, etc., may be guilty of misusing and misin

terpreting the tests in more ways than one. 

Regardless of all the disadvantages and drawbacks of 

the average I . Q. testing program, regardless of all the mis

uses and misinterpretations of intelligence tests, and even 

though all most half or the teachers designated that too 

much emphasis had been put on I. Q. tests, 90 per cent of 

them indicated that there should be some kind of an I. Q. 

testing program. 

So there should be I. Q. testing programs , but less 

misuses and misinterpretations. 

Thus, it is the hope of the .writer that some of the fac

tors brought forth here as possible misuses and misinterpre

tations of intelligence tests will be considered in the fut

ure as such, with the result that many of the present detri

mental results may be avoided. 

Above all, may it not be said of some teacher in the 

future that, after giving one intelligence test, he gave 

up with---"Well, what's the use---he's a moron". 

/ 
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