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Abstract

The purpose of. this study was to determine how teachers use
4

group,l.Q. test scores for planning instructioy. Ninety elemen-
tary school teachers, grades 2 through 6, in two schepol districts

. * e }
M Ohio were interviewed. The-¥esults 7ndicatgd l{ttld enthusiasm

. v

for the use of IQ test scbres in plannihg f{nstruction.‘ The modal
g .

regpohse categqry, in both{dis§ricts, wag the use of IQ scored for
3 - i ) “ 4
discussion in parent conferences.” Seventy percent of all 90.
[¥] . N
2
teachers did not mentign any usé of /IQ scores planning instructional

- .- . -

strategies. The responses of the other 30% of the teachers were
' B ’ P

'v#ried and classified into 21 diifferent categories.
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Goslin (1967) found 4n a national survey that a»relaﬁively small ptro-

4 + Taachers and Test Scores

Lon

- )

How Teachers Use the Crghp IQ Test Scores :

1%

Croup 1Q tests argp commonly employed in schools. The objectives .
of such tqsting‘are generally claimed Ro determine_students' readg—

ness and to plan individualized instruction (Klausemeier & Goodwin,,
1975). It\is not known, nowevar, 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 not cohtributed to the de-

velopment of fnstructiohal strategies. The traditional recdmmendation
\, . \ - : :
o ability grouping has come under much attack recently for segregating

L
r

studenss along tacial and socio-economic lines (see Espo%ito 1973) ' \'
\ A

portiod of teachers made yse of\standardi%ed tésts ih grading students

A,

0, do .s0 only occasionally., He also noted that a
7 . oo | ‘ |

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

and, those who dp sp,

advisement. Only 11 percent of the public sefondary ‘school teachers res

Y

port d frequent usp of IQ for student advise ent However, Goslifd did
Y LW

{ \
not report‘any data as to how these 11 percent actually use the intelli-
gence data for student advisement, nor. are there many ideas‘iu»educa—

tional and psychological literature on how to use the group IQ test o

!
scofds.for helping students, The primary. purpose of the present survay
was. to detgrninh on aaﬁextremely modest scale, the current practices
of teachers with® espect to the use of group IQ test scoret in planning ;

. ’ .
for instruction. .« = - ' . y h
\ S . 2
C 0 Method . R
S '
§£EE&{§ -Elémentar¥ ddhool teachers, grades .2 through 6,|from two

' . . B ) ) ‘
\
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l

[

school districts in Ohto participated in the study. For convenience;

1

- the school districts will be referred to as districts A and B. The
A\

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

district B. Forty teachers from 2 schoels panticiuated In distrigt A

and 50 teachers from 17 srhdols in district B participated in the
] re
B " study. The 50 teachers in the district B were selected randomly from

\ S ,

- ' the entire list of 191 teachers in all of the 17 schools, As”six of
1 \ . the teachers obtained in the original sample.could not be interviewed,
. § )
. they were replaced randomly by s1x other teachers Participation in

\ the study was voluntary Teacher included in the study had teaching

- ) experience that ranged from_2<28 years.
Procedure, Teachers were inturviewed individually, The two investi-

. gpkors conducted the interviewg 1ndepenq;ntly in the two districts.

' ~ ’ . ) . 5
y . Thterviews wei# conduc¢tad personally in school district‘A,_but by tele- .
phpne,in school district B, due to the distances involved in travelling.

A

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

~

‘ ) actuully‘gsed the group IQ test scores and some aspectskrelated.to'it.
\ > . f
< : In school district A,%teachers were

1so told that the stuqz was being :

-
r

¢ undartaken as a part of the surveyo

A

-~ ot

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

the vnrious ways teachers use the group IQ test scores. Additionally,

's graduate studies In school

N
SN ,'- ‘ all tcachers were assurez that the data were being gathpred for research
'purposes only and have nothing to da with the school's‘administration.‘ .
" ’ | ‘The interview was structured around four open-euded questions' (1) Have
‘1}41 | k thoy (tcachcrs) administered!the California Mental Maturity Test (since:

KX | ', thje school districg: use this test)7 (2)*wa did they use the results

ty_‘

of the test and to'giveeexamplgg; Following an initial response, they

. were directed to mention any sp;cific instructidnal strabegies @hey ‘
- . l (U -~ ) c ' ’ i} )
_ . ' - # . Yo o ' . . o o .
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4
developed vt used for students, taking into congslderation the IQ }est
scoreg; (3) If the; didn't use the 1Q test scores - why not?, and

»
(4) How much time ih a year did they sgpend in examining the test scoreg?

i Results - . )

. In response:to the first question, whether they had administe;éd
the California Test, 85X of the teache{s In district A and 38% in dis-
trict Bf ;tated that they had éersona&%y adminiﬁtered the test. The .*
second question, how they used the test scores, bro&ght'vgried responses.

Table 1 summarizes the responses and their frequencies. i

\

A " Table 1 about here

R

a’

=3,

LeY

Table 1 shows that 7.5% of the teachers in district A and ZBZ'in
. ] ) ) / ‘ .
diatrict.B QiOZ of afi 90 teachers) stated that they made little or no

.

- :

use of "the gﬁpup\IQ tests. Their reascus for not using the IQ test

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

. / ~

NI {’ ‘ - o .Table 2 about here

\ -

r

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

a

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

their own test or to go by what happens, in the class" (92% of 27 teachers),

-

\
'The tests were donsidered unfair in view of problems with validity, re-

liability, racial and social class bias, testing under inappropriate

> )

\ .
conditions (freezing tempergtures in the classroom)-and testwiseness of

some students over others.

l

The modal‘reSponse in table 1 concernzhg the use’ of the group _ "

\ ~

IQ test was the "use of the test in parent conferences" (62.5% of b

LI §

N
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. i ’ -
» teachersd in district A and 28% of SO teachers {n district.B, maktng up
a total of 43X of all 90 teachers). The second most frequent response

——

‘was \to‘know a-student's potential and/or determine abilitmeotivatiOn
. ) 7
discrepancy" ;SSZ teachers in district A and 20X teachers in district

-4 _ B, haking up a total of'36Z_of all teachers). Another frequent response

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

.

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

of very high or very lmdsconers (32 5% teachers in district A and 187

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

\Concerning .the use of the test scores in planning instrudction, 52.5% of
" the teachers in district A and 18% of teachers in district B (making °
. N .

up a total of 30Z of all 90 teachers) stated that. they did use the test
: \ . .o . - ‘
) scores for planning instruction. The varied responses, of 21 teachers

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

tional strategies aresummarized (ZF categories) and tabulated in table

. ! / 3. Yoo cL , )
. ' , s

Table 3 about here

. e e e : ¢

Table 3 shows that teachers are likely to treat high IQ and low
IQ students differently, for example, 46 . 7A of 30 teachers felt that

. Co they would provide more options/work and assign challenging work to
high IQ students, or have them help the teacher to preview films or
[ '
teach othcr children (10% of 30 teachers) About 17% of thg 30

-

' K , teachers would use more doncrete examples, &r a step by‘step a@proach

A ' . | with low IQ students. This appears to be’based on the raasoning that

-

. low IQ scorcfs teflect difficulty with reaqoning. The TOSt ﬁrequent

o gcncral response was to use the test informag%pn to plan groups (56 77

N -

!

. . i "".-‘ e )
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of Jd teaehjfs).

In regards to the last quesgtion, ”the‘amount of time‘gp nt : g
~
examining the test scores', i:xschool'nistrictA, 33 teachers indi-
cated that they spend less than gihours duriné the entire year, 4
teathers spend'netween 2;5 hour;.ann~l tgacher‘Spends between 6110
hours. “This datum was not recorded for one‘teacher'in schnol disttict ‘ ‘

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

\ - S

7 teachers between 2-5 henrs, 2 bétween 6-10 hours #nd 1 indicated

approximately 3 months in a year. \})‘ ’- )

N

T Discussion . ‘ N ¢
The survey, although limited in scope (especially in terms of

/ l
the generalizabiliﬁy of the results to other school systems) revealed

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

The overall impression, we obtained from the present stud , was that
2 v othe P 7

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

s

in both the school districts. - It is intefesting that only 30% of all
N

hY
¥ A

90 teachers interviewed mad ¢ little or no use of the group IQ tests.
’ -
This is further supporteg by the observat%on that 81.12 of al} 90

teachers indicated thatvyhey spent less than 2 hours eiamining the ' -t

N

test ‘scores, The most important reason for their lack of enthusiasm

Ay
"/?‘ ’ °

. . ' R
appears to be related to their lack of trust in the test scores, = ..

Several teechers-expreqfed tqncern-about theTt lack of validity and re-

-

1ilbility 1in the light &f racial and socia} class bias, imprOper testing

conditions and unrelatedness to the school cu;riculum Interestingly,

an overwhelming number (92, 52 of the 27 teachers who indicated little or "l
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1

. . ’
uwo use of the test sco{es) of teachers felt thelr own observat ion and
Vs

evaluation is better or more helpful than the IQ test scores in de-
3

vising strategles tor instruction. Many of these téhachers felt gipl-
1arly about some of the achievement tests emplgyed in the schoST\
(e.g. Lomprehensive Fast"of Bagic Skills). A survey wi;h respect to

the uses. of the achlevement tests will be ugeful. Some'teachers

i 1

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

o
the scores will ‘affect thnir\attitudes towards particular students and

A » F

\ hence, they avolded the test scores.

-

. < D v
) The use of the test scores in "parent conferencesL\zz a numbér of
- ~ .

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

caution is necessary in the interpretation of these data, 1in the sense

that although.a number of teachers did not mention the use of the test

-

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

‘ s - Jse the test scores for discussion in parent conferences. They may,
C- I Y - . - ’

" ' but the surveyor's question did not trigger the response. It 1is alsp

t

li&ely that many teachers did not consider it as a worthwhile rﬁsponse.

” . . - . - S R Sal .
Discussion with respect to the IQ test scores in parent conferences,. ac-
. . N N \

. cording to one teacher was to "share with parents where the kids are",
," ‘\

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

*

indicated "to‘clear confusion for children that appear one wéy'hnd are

ey

b | not (appear slow and are no& and vice-versa)", and E"fourth teacher stated"

I
i

"I use it only for prleem children'and/or problem parents It is not

- ,,_c}(

entirely clear ftom the survey ‘48 ‘to whac furposes such discussion about

. .

o ‘ 'IQ test scores serve in parent conferences'inlpérms of what teachers,
T r . .\ , - R . .
-phrentﬁﬂgﬁﬁ childtgn_gain_from ic.

“ o N Ll

-
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Another finding of interest was the response of 35.5% of all

-l

90 teachers (55X in district A, and 207% in district B) whostﬁted that

-

‘ the T1Q scores are helpful in "knowing a student's potential and/or
- determining ability-motivation discrepancy"”. It 13 interesting to
note here Goslin's (1967) finding that 47.1Z of the elementary school

. i S
! teachers (national sample) considered intelligence/and scholastic apti-
.
tude scores as most accurate measures of a gstudent's intellectual

\ability. Goslin notéu that generally the acceptance of IQ tests as

ascurate measureg of intellectual potential by secondary and elementary

’ ' teachers was "striking" (p. 52) Goslin had contluded, from his survey,
that '"teachers and atuignts may be using different sources of infor-

mation in the formatidn of ability estimates" (p. 54). The.former

-

- " using the standardized test scores while the latter relying primarily

on grades. The situation way be quite similar- with the samples in
i . : Py

the present study. g
. o

Of considergble irterest to the present study were the responses

/ of the teachers to the question "how do they use the IQ test .scores
- ) Y ~ . )

! ) for planning 1nstruction”.- It 1is important tp note that while 47.5%

‘_of teachers in gchool district A mentioned using instructional stra-

Lo’

tegies based on informntion from the groug 1Q test scores, the response

“ | . from the school district B was far less enthusiadtic; only 18% of thé
: : _ -4 oy
¢ . teachers in district B mentioned any ingtructional sﬁ?ategies. The
roe : : o, . .
o - Tesponses of the teachexs shown in table 3 were quite varied. The

N

‘various responses suggest that the high IQ and the low IQ students‘are
IR
troatcd differently by the teachars. It appears. that the high stu-

dents are more likaly than average ot low IQ students to rbceive chal-~ *

3

lenging work., Whether the practices mentiOned like, 'assigning chal-

-

¢ ' _ . e : - .




Teachers and Test Scores -
9

'lénging work to high IQ students" or "giving fewer assignments to low
1Q students i}r 'using the high IQ students to help the teacher"
are apprOpriate Oor not may be debac;bla. In fact, almoét all ot the
strniegies ment}onad in table 3 appear worthy of empiricai‘evgluation
a8 to how they ultimately benefit the students. Perhaps individual
long-term case studies of teachers who do wuse IQ Eest.scores for plan-
'nlngfinstruétion ﬁsy yield valuabie data. The case studies may include
actual examination of materjals used for different IQ groups and
thcir validity, the criteria and ;ssumptions behind grouping, the,_
flexibility of grouping (duration and/or inter-group mobility), and -

of course, the affect of all gsuch activities bn affective and cognitive

gains shown by the students. - . '
. A ! f' $
A .
?
r A} ‘
e
-
/
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Table

Distribution of Resp

Teachers and Test Scores
1‘7

1

onses ta the'Questﬂén

"How Do You Group IQ Testg" R

Responses

.Numbers of Teachers

District  District Total
A B (n = 90)
(n = 40)"  (n = 50)

No use at all
Make little use of it
For parent conferences

To know a student's poten-—
tial and/or determine
ability-motivation digcre-

pancy. !

To determine whether something
is wrong with my teaching

or the students are not moti-
vated. -

Compare children in the clagg-
foom with other children. in
the U,S.

To check 6}ogress from year to
year "

For referral purposes

To plan instruction . Rt

Yoy

-
T

3 11 14

0 13 13
25 14 39
22 10 32.

"&
0 1 1

/

0 3 3
0 1 1
13 i 9 22
21 9 30

' 5.0

L)
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\ ‘ Table 2
;s ' Reasons for Mot Using the Results of the

- Group -1 -Tests

) At ™ 1\

] AY

- Numbers of Teachers

\ , . _ -

- i B ; District District s
A B ' Total

- Reasons :
1 (n = 3) (n = 24) (n = 27)

1. To avoid prejudice or laﬁelling o . 6 6
” . 2. Tests are unfair (invalid; unre- 1 18 19
liaple; based on reading; racilal/
social class bias; improper test-
ing conditions-insufficient time,
fteezing temperatures ird classroow, X

some studen«s more testwise than )

others; unrelated to school work) ' Co .

o 3. Tests alFficule to interpret 1 5 6
(Don't know the time value of the
\ score, too many factors affect IQ ‘.
scores; test too general to De
\ - : useful) -~

. 4. Reporting methdds vary from year 0 2 2
” to year (Stanines, PR, etc.)
which'makcs it confusing .

iy

5. There is too much testing in o 3 3
schools .
6. Children are disinteresting in 0 6 6 -
t . taking tests - @% :
7. Prefer personally made diagnostic 1 26 25 | '

- tests and/or to go by what happens
in the cla-.room ,

: _ 8. Too mpch paper wotk . 0 1 1 ' 1 : .
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Table J

Instructional Strategies Mantioned by .Teachers

i
t

v

N T T i
- i - Numbers of Teachers
L T .- District Districe
Instructional Strategy A B Total
. y . (m=21) - (a=29) (n = 30)
. . . . . ¢ . k .
J For Migh I1Q Students (HIS) )
1. Strese~intellectual/written/ 8 » g 14 .
. challenging work [ . ] '
2. Give more options/extra work 2 4 -6 4

% 3. Expect petter work
4. Have zham help weacher (pre- . 3 0 3
view Iilmas, teach small groups, - R

s play flash card games with low ’ .
IQ students) A

e

(o4}
[ ]
(o]

g For HIS and Low Performers [? ,f
5. Help improve.work habits (sdt * ’
time, l1imits for completing , .
’ assi‘gnments} . a !
6. Provide extra attention, indi- 1 4 . 5
-~ - vidual help, e.g. after school . '
. hours, Aask parents or an older
s . brother read everynight .
, : N 7. Shared test results with HIS 1 , 0 1
' poor reader which helped her gain ) )
' confidence

For Low IQ Students (LIS)

8. Assign less difficult matgkrials
9. Assign fewer assignments
10, Use tutors:
. 11. Use concrete examples, step by
# . © step approach (as low 1Q scores re- .
flect difficulty with reasoning),
encourage verbalization, greater N
repctition, spread assignments over
time, make it more entertaining (e.g.
_ , use TV), give extra attention :
o 12, Place students in special remedial 0 6 6
(summer) reading programs ==~ . ' :
13. Use smaller groups 1 . 0 D § -

(RPN SN
NH OO

' Contihuad

16 . 0

A

e
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15 ¢

. . i
. a
vable 1V Jentdnued
Numbers of Teachers
District District
, A B Total
Instructional Strategy . (o = 21) (n = 9) (n =~ 3Q)
vl
. . .
Other (General) - | B v
4 -~
14. Use as a ghidelfne in detar- 0 2 2
(. : mining wh to teach 4
- - 15. Have counfe ence with. students 1 0 1
N to plan goals
167 Usae fest information to plan 8 9 17
- S groups : .
> 172 ,Hsf regular work, for average 4 0 4 -*
: s dgcnta ,

18. Jor LIS and average students N 1 3/ 4

work with parents to devilop ¢ . R

’ homewark contracts _

19. Use more group ingtruction for 1 0 1

average students but indivi-

. vdualize for HIS and LIS ,
20.  For hetergeneaus grouping - 1 0 1
’ pair weak studentd’ with s'trong o -

students - . ' ’ )

21. Gear dnstruction to LIS ' -0 1 1.
N : & N '
<.
» <
- -
~ . . &
. N !



