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Abstract

Teachers and Telt Scores

The purpoee of.this study w'es to"determine how teachers use

group,IA. test scores for planning instruction. Ninety elemen-

tary school teachers, grades 2 through 6, in no5 schpol districts

Ph Ohio were interviewed. Tkeu.eesults indicated ltttle enthusiasm

for the use of IQ test scores in pilinnihg instruction... The modal

respohse categgry, in both fdislricts, was the use of IQ scored for
e/

discussion in parent conferences: Seventy percent of all 90.
/

///
0

4

teachers did not mention any use offIQ scores planning instructional
-.A

strategies. The responses of the other 30% of the teachers were

varied and classified into 21 afferent categories.
e

I
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Teachers and Test Scores

How Teachers-Use the GriC)4p IQ Test Scores

Group IQ tests arp commonly employed in schools. The objectives

f sugh testing are generally claimed Iv dete'rmine students' readii-

nese and to plan individualized instruction (Klausemeier- & Goodwin,

1975), It is not known, however, what the IQ test score does tell

a teacher in terms of students' readiness or for planning,grbup or

individual instructional strategies. Glaser (1972) had also noted

that the concept of IQ and IQ testing has noE cohtributed tO the de-

velopment Of tnstructiohal strategies. The traditional recdmmendation

if ability grouping has come under much attack recently for segregating
N

studels slang .acial and socio-economic lines (see Espdsito, 1973).

Goslin (1967) foud(in a national survey that a-relatively small pro-

portioti of teachers made ese of\standardized tests ih geading students

and
).dt
those who dfi s'o do.so only occasionally.. He also noted that a\

./ N

large number of teachers had never used intelligence data for student
_. '?

, advisement. only 11 percent of the public se ondary'school teachers rel-,
.

port d frequent usp of IQ for student advise cnt. However, Gosli,A did

not report. any data as to how these 11 percent actually use the Antelli-

gente data for student advisement, nor are there many idea& in) educe-

tional and psychological literature op how to use the group IQ'test

scotds for helping stddents, The primary_ purpose o'f the present'survey
.1.- .

r.

. .

was to determind, on an extremely modest scale, the current practices
.v'

.

..
, of teachers withspect to the use of group IQ tAst score in planning 1. .

.
.,, ....

.. .

. .for instruction. ,
/

,

N

Method
(.

..

..t

Sampl. Elitentary ee'hool teachers, grades,2 through 6, from two
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school districts in Ohio participated in the study. For convenience,

the school districts will_ be referred to as districts A and B. The

study was firSt conducted in the district A and then extended to the

district B. Forty teachers from 9 schools panticipated. in district A

and 50 teachers from 17 achdols in district B participated in the

study. The 50 teachers in the district B were selected randomly from

the entire list of 191 teachers in all of the 17 sqoola, As-six of

the teachers obtained in thci,original sample_could not be interiaewed,
%

they were replaced raridpmly by six other teachers. Participation in

the/stUdy was voluntary. Teachels included in the stUdy had tyching

/
experience that ranged from,2Z28 years.

Proceduri. Teachers were interviewed individually. The wo investi-

gaitors conducted the interview* indepenctntly tn the two districts.
.

. S

fhterviews wer condudted personally in school district,A, ,b'ut by tele- -_

,

phone,in school district B. due to die distances involved in travelling.

Teachers were told the purpose*of the study was to find out how they

actually'used the group IQ test scores and some aspects_related to it.

In sChool district A,1.'ieachers were flso told that the studx was being
,

undertaken as a part of the surveyo graduate studies. In school

/ district B, teachers were simply told that the purpose was to catalogue

,the various ways teachers use the group W.test scores. Additionally,

/-
all teachers were assured that the data were being gathered for researchr

.purposes only and have nothing to dcr with the school's administration.

The intImPievrwas structured around four open-ended questions: (1) Have

they (teachers) administere the California Mental Maturity. Test (since

t1 school 'districts use this test)? (2)410w did they use the resultsN
of tge ..t*st and to"' givecexamples: Following an initial resPonse, they

.. mere.4irected to-mention any specific instructiOnal atrategiesKhey

.

1 0.
,



* Teechers and Test Scores

4

developed ot used tot students, taking into consideration the IQ test

scores. (3) If they didn't use the IQ test scbreS why not?, and

(4) How much time in a year did they spend in examining the test scores?

Results

. In response.tio the first question, whether they had administered

the California Test, 85% of the teachers in district A and 38% in dis-

trict B, stated that they had personally administered the test. The

second question, how they used the test.scores, brotight varied responses.

Table 1 Summarizes the responses and their frequencies.

Table 1 about here

Table 1 shows that 7.5% of the teachers in district A and %48% in
/

district,B 30% of all 90* 'teachers) stated that they made little or no
t .%

t

.

use of-the girup,IQ tests. Their relisOns for not using the IQ test
.

scores are summarized in table 2. The two most important reasons given

A/

,,,,

Table 2 about here

were
0 "

tests are unfair" (70% of 27 teachers, in both districts, who dn-

dicated little use of the tests) and "that they preferred to make up

their own teet or .to go by what happens in the class" (92% bf 27 teachers).

'The tests were onsidered unfair in view of problems with validity, r'e--

liability, ratial and social class bias, testing under inappropriate

conditions (freezing temperttures in the classroom)-and testwiseness of

some students over others.

The modal'response ih table 1, concer,the use of the.g'rOup

IQ test was the "use of the test in pareftt conferences" (62.5% of
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teacheri in district A and 28% of 50 teachers in district.B, making up,

a total of 437 of all 90 teachers). The second most frequent response

vas 'to.know a-student's potential and/or determine ability-motivation

discrepancy" (55% teachers in dtstrict A and 20/ teachers in district

B, making up a total of'367. of all teachers). Another frequent response

was that of the use of the test scores to "refer the student" Co the

school psychologist,.social worker, or ask fon further testing in cases

of very high or very lowscorers (32.5% teachers in district A and 18%

teachers in-district B, making up a total of 24.4% of\all 90 teachers).

\Concerning.the use of the test scores in planning instrdction, 52.5% of
1

the teachers in district A and 18% of teachers in district B (making
A

tip a total of 30% of all 90 teachers) stated,that.they did uSe the test

scores for planning instruction. The varied responses, of 21 teachers

A in district A and 9 teachers in distxict B,with regard to the instruc7/

tional strategies are summarized (211 categories) an4 tabulated in tahle

3.

(.0

Table 3 about here

Table 3 shows that teachers are likely,to treat high IQ and low

IQ students differently, for example, 46.7% of 30 teachers felt that

they would provide more options/work and assign challenging work t,o

high IQ students, or have them help the teacher.to preview films or

teach other children (10% of 30 teachers): About 17%'of the 30

teachers would use more doncrete examples, gr a step by-step approaC
.

with law IQ students. This appears to be
11

based on the r4asoning that

_low IQ-scoreis reflect difficulty with reasoning. The most trequent
11

general response was to use the test informatApn t.o plan groups (56,7%
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of 30 teachvs).

In regards to the last question, "the amount of time s-0Tt

6

examining the test scores", in school district A, 33 teachers indi-

cated that they spend less than 2 hours during the entire year, 4
%

teichers spend between 2-5 hours.and 1 te,acher spends between 6-10

// hours. 'This datum was not recorded -for one teacher in school district

A. In school district B, 40 teachers indicated times less than 2 hours,

7 teachers between 2-5 hours, 2 between 6-10 hours gtnd I indicated

approximately ? months in a year.
,

Discussion

,f

The survey, although limited in scope (especially in termi of

I.
the generalizabiliEy of the results to other school systems) revealed

some interesting aspects related.to the uses of the group IQ tests,

.

4' '

The overall impreesion, we obtained from the present stud7, was that'

there existed a general lack of enthusialm for the group IQ test scores

in both the school districts. It is inteiesting that only 30% of al l

90 teachers interviewed made little or no use of the group IQ tests.

This is further supported by the observat;pn that 8l.1 t of ali 90

teachers indicated thathey spent lies than 2 hours examining the
.

test'scores. The Tat important reason for their lack of enthusiasm :

4 ,ap0ears to be related to their lack of trust in the test scores:

Several teachers exprepsed.conc#rn.about then lack of validity.and

liability in the light bf racial and social Class bias, improper testIng
, _

condiO.ons and unrelarednesii to the school curriculum. Interestingly,

an overwhelming number (92.5% of the 27,teachers who indicated little or

S.
v
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ITO USe of the test scolles) of teachers felt their own observation and

evaluation is better or more helpful than rhe IQ test scores in de-
.etr

vising,, strategies tor instruction. Many of these tblchers felt siml-

larly about some of the achievement tests emplk3yed in the scho3T5\

(e.g. Comprehensive Test-of Basic Skills). A survey with respect to

the usessof the achievement tents will be useful. Some teachers

(22.2% of 27 teachers) were also concerned that their examination of ,

the scores will_ 'affect their attitudes towards particular students and

k hence, they avoided the test scores.

The use of the test scores in "parent conferences" by a nutbr of

teachers, in both school districts, was quite unexpected, A note of

caution is necessary in the interpretation of these data, in _the sense

that although pa number of teachers dicinot mention the use of the test

scores in parent conferences, there is no implication that they do not .

use the test scores for discussion in parent conferences. They may,
v k

.

but the surveyor's question did not trigger the response. It is els))

liiely that many teachers did"not consider it as a Worthwhile rfrponse.
,

s

Discussion with respect to the IQ test scores in paretit conferences,. ac-_

cording to one teacher Was to "share with parents where .the kids are",

another teacher stated "discuss ability and performance",.a third teacher

.indicated "to'clear,confusion for cOildren that appear *one way and are

c
,

not (appear slow and are no and vice-versa)", and a 'fourth teacher stated'
, ,

.,:.

"I use it only for-prOblem thildren.,and/or,Prohlem parents". It is not,,

. , .,....,..

entirely clear from the survey:,as'to What,purposes such discussiori about
:. .

IQ test scores serve in parent Conferences 'in tertns of what teachers,
A

-parenta.and thildren,galn from it.

n
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Another finding of interest was the tesponse of 35.5% of all
4.111

90 teactiars (55% in district A:and 20% in district B) who stated that

the IQ scores are helpful in "knowing a student's potential and/or

.determining abikity-motivation discrepancy". It is interesting to

note here Goslin's (1967) finding that 47.1% of the elementary school

/-teachers (national sample) considered intelligence/and scholastic apti-

tude scores as most accurate measures of a student'S intellectual

ability. Goslin noted that generally the acceptance of IQ tests as1

aicurate measures of intellectual potential by secondary and elementary

teachers was "strikine (p. 52).. Goslin had concluded, from his survey,

that "teachers and atudents may be using different source; of infor-

thation in the formatibn of ability estimates" (p. 54). The.former

using the standardized test scores while the latter relying primarilly

on. grades. ,The situation may be-quite similar.with the samples in

the,present stUdy.

Of considerable interest to the present study were the responses

of the teachers to the questiori 'how do they use the IQ testr.scores

for planning instruction"- It is important cp note that while 47.5% .

of teachers in school district A mentioned using instructional stra-.

tegies baied on information from the groug.Ip test scores, the response

from the school district B was far less enthusiagtic; only 18% of the

teachers in district B mentioned any ingiruttional s&ategies. The

responses of the tegchers shown in table 3 were quite varjed. The

'various responses suggest that the high IQ,and the low IQ studentslare

IQtreated differently by the teachers. It appears that the high stu-'ic
A

dents are more likely than average oi lOw IQ students to receive chal-

longing work. Whether the practices mentionedjlike, "assigning chal-
. .

,
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qinging work to high IQ students" or "giving fewer assignments to low

IQ 3tudents4r "using the high IQ students to help the teacher"
a

are appropriate or not may be debatable. In tact, almogt all-ot the

strategies mentioned in table 3 appear worthy of empirical evaluation

as to how they ultimately benefit the students. Perhaps individual

long-term case studies of teachers who do mse IQ test scores for plan-

'ming:instruction may yield valuable data. The case studies may include

actual examination of materials used for different IQ groups and

their validity, the criteria and assumptions behind grouping, the,_

flexibility of grouping (duration and/or inter-group mobility), and -

of course, the effect of all such activities 6n*affective and cogniiive

gains shown by the students.

`
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Tesche-rs and Test Scores

Table 1

1 2

Distribution of Responses to the Quest on

"How Do You Group IQ Tests"

Responses

1. No use at all

2. Make little use of it

3. For parent conferences

4. To know a student's poten-
tial And/or determine

' ability-motivation discre-
ipancy.

5. To determine whether something
is wrong with my teaching
or the students are not moti-
vated.

6. Compare children in the class-
room with other children in
the U.S.

7. To check progress from year to
year

,8. For referral purposes

9. To plan instruction

.Numbers of Teachers

bistrict
A

(n 40)

Vistrict
3

(n 50)

Total
(n 90)

3' 11 14

0 13 13

25 ,14 39

22 10 32.

It

.

0 1 1

0 3 3

0 1 1

13 9 22

21 9 30

4

P
1.4

6
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Table 2

Reasons for Not Using the,Results of the

C.roup.4QTests

13

1

Numbers of Teachers

District District
Reasons A

(n 3) (n - 24) (n - 27)

1. To avbid prejudice or la)elling 0 6 6

2. Tests are unfair (invalid; unre-
11.01e; based on reading; racial/
social class bias; improper test-
ing conditions-insufficient time,
fteazing temperatures ii classroom;
some students more testwise than
others; unrelated to school work)

3. Tests Adfficult to interpret
(Don't know the, time value of the
score, too many'factors affect IQ
scores; test too general to i5e.
useful)

4. Reporting methdds vary from year
to year (Stanines,, PR, etc.)
which takes it confusing .

5. There is too much testing in
schools

6.. Children are disinperesting in
taking tests

7. Prefer personally made diagnostic
tests and/or to go by ;.That happens
in the classroom

8. Too much paper work

1 18 19

1 5 6

0 2 2

9 3 3

0 6 6

1 24 2-5

0 1 1
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Table J

Instructional Strategies Mentiotled by:Teachers

;

Instructional Strategy

For4High IQ Students (HIS)
li

1. Streso,intellectual/writt
challenging work

1
.

7

Numbers' of Teachers

District District
A B Total

(n 21) (n - 9) (n 30)

2. Give more Options/extra work
3 3. Expectioetter work -cli

4. Have Oem help teacher (pre- .

view films, teaCh small groups,
, play flash card games with low .'
.) IQ students) N

. ,,..-

For HIS and Low Terformers
Yr

5. Help improve.work habits (s
timel.limits for completing
assrgnments

6. Provpie extra attention, indi-
vidual help, e.g. aiter school
hours,,ask parents or pn older
brother read everynight

7. Shared test results with HIS
poor reader which helped her gain
confidence

8. Assign less difficult mat/trials
9. Assign fewer assignments

101 Us. tutor*,
11. Use concfete examples, step by

step approadh (as'low IQ scores re-
flect difficulty with re'asoning),
encourage verbalization, greater
repetition, spread assignments over
timei, make it more entertaining (e.g.
use TV), give extra attention

12. Place students in special remedial
(summer) reading programs

13. Use smaller groups

6' 14 -

2 4

6 2 8
', 3 0

1 1 2
41.

1 4 5

0 1

5 0 5
2 0' 2
4 1 5
3 2 5

IR

6 6

1

,Continued

.
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al, Ic o2nLinued

Instructional Strategy

Numbers of Teachers

District District
A B Total

(n - 21) (n 9) (n - (;')....

/

Other (General)
e

14.

15.
\

16:

.17:

I
18.

19.

20,

21.

/

Use as a idelfne in deterL
mining wh to teach
Have confe once with students
to plan goals
Use fest information to plan
groups

"'regu1ar work\ for average
%dents
kr LIS and average students
w

'(ork with parents to deAlop
homework contracts
Use more group instruction for
average stbdents but indivi-

,dualiza for HIS And-LIS
For hetergeneods grouping -

pair weak studentg'-wipi itrong
students .

Gear .instruction to LIS \

0

1

8

4

1

1

1

.- 0

0

9

0

31

0

0

1

A

/

.

1

17

*
4 '4

4

1

1

4

1

t
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