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. " ABSTRACT.
| , ' : {

‘The present study examined.some relatlonsbips pertalning to socio;‘
i . : . o '
economic status and levels of Cngitive ability'among school children _
S , ] . -
' selected from%a grade 4 populatibn.fl The focus of the thesls centred around
y ' . ]
Jensen s hlerarchlcal theory of “two levels of, cogn1t1Ve abllltleS and hls .

underlylng assumpt;on that both levels are 1nnately predetermlned - Some

N

° S
environmental variables werezlnvest;gatedcln relation to intelligence’and_
'achievement'tests. '

a

A battery of tasks, con51st1ng of measures of Jensen s‘Level I (rote
v .\ . B
;memory) and Level II (abstract reasonlng) abllltles, was admlnlstered to all
s , v /7 . . - .
\the part1c1pac1ng students. Also 1nc1uded were tests measurlng the subjects'

sense of powerlessness and motlvatlon for taklng tests. Parents of each of

o .3
¢

the sub]ects were 1nterv1eWed u51ng the Index of Educat10na1 Env1ronment

questlonnarfe 1nﬁorder to assess the subjects' home,environment : School'

]
.

env1ronment was controlled for by selectlng both low ‘and hlgh SES studentS’
from the same classrooms | |

" The test scores were subsequently analyzed for both the low and hlgh
SES groups SO that the results would prov1de an 1nd1cat10n of env1ronmental
: 1nflUEnceS4w1th1n eacb éroup. Jensenls;general'points regardins.SES _-lf l?
éerformance'difterences'tendédfto be.confirmedi the low SES students were‘
- more handlcappedlln Level lI tasks than 1n Level’l wben compared w1th the'#

hlgher SES students - However, there was one. exceptlon both the low and hlgh

-

ot

»



N

R

SES students produced similar results on the Figure Copying test. o .

' Jensen's underlying assumption that Levei’II ability is predominantiy

A

a.result of heredity was riot supported. . Thé results provided no confirmation

~that differences between the two grohgé on variqus meésures_of I.Q.xand\ ,7 o

v

achlevement were due to the 1eve1 of abstract reasoning ablllty requlred R
There was strong evidence to sugfest a cultural bias in boéﬁ the content and

form of tests‘of 1ntelllgence_and achievement, faVOurlngamggdle class students@i
‘When“the three predictor variables,'theflndex_of»EdhCational Environmenpﬁ,

(I.E.E.), Soc1oeconom1c ‘Status (SES) and the Jntellectual Achlevement
Respon51b111ty test (I.A.R. ) were comblned to predlct scores on I. Q and
* s A

achlevement ‘there was a strong p051t1Ve correlatlon in both groups.

than half of the variance accounted for was attrlbutable to the I E. E

SES added substantlally but the I.A.R. had a negllglble effect
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’prlmarlly through the structure and’ blochemlstry of the brain, one s gEHetic

, endowment may deflne at least the upper.llmlt broadly concelved, of one s

aev1dence is less plent1ful and in some respects less convinc1ng, there are

"'also qulte strong suﬁgestlons that favorable comblnatlons of experiences,:iwi

o  CHAPTER I

P S

INTRODUCTION %

-

Y The ev1dence that 1nd1v1dual dlfferences 1n 1ntelligence are very

-

strongly assoc1ated w1th genetlc determinants 1s volumlnous and conv1nc1ng -

The most generally acceptable statement in thls regard fs that, when one

-

deals w1th group data, 1ncrea51ng degrees of fam111a1 relatlonshlp are

-~

: " ]
‘accompanled by 1ncrea51ng 1ntell tual 51m11arityc Tb accept this general
. . e\ N ~ .

,statement does not }n any way deny the power of . experiential factors tQ

-1nf1uence the leVels of 1nte11ectua1 ab111ty attalned by 1ndividuals. R %jif-

leen the valldlty of the assumptron that 1nte111gent behav1or is mediated

R

o

. p0551h%e 1ntellectua1 attalnme by determlnlng the 1n1t1a1 struct e and

e *n

blochemlstry of the nervous sy em.~. It has become qulte apparent that

':certaln unfavorable comblnations of env1ronmental c1rcumstances do serve to

- . on,

"depress the klnds of functlons whlch are assoc1ated w1th scores on 1ntelligence o

. 0

‘tests and w1th performance 1n academlc and soc1a1 s1tuat&ons. Whlle the'

O properly programmed w1th respect to tlming, sequence, quantlty, and quallty, ;y

o o

can serve to elevate the characterlstlc performance levels‘of lndividuals who,_*7

:;ng1thout such experlence, would almost certainly have performed at significantly:*"



*fand modes of learnlng are nec

‘-(1n terms of the culture repr

s 28

-

: Y .All ‘.- .
.\ N Q
, (- .

[ . P

lower levels.‘ One may say W1th some confldﬁgfe then, that intelligence -

~
.

develops w1th1n the 1nd1v1dual as a functlon of struciured experlence

1nteract1ng w1th gengtic endo

! &\ The dlsproportionate r

N

Whlle it is Stlll p0351b1e t
end of the normally expected

thelr soc1al and 1ntellectual

k]

current sc1ent1f1c opinlon 1s

characterlstlcally assocmated
\ /
have more than a correlatlona

borderllne and mlldly retarde

The’ ‘urban lower.class

-dlsastrous sltua on for cogn

/

Encounterlng few adults 1n h1
effectlve models of mlddle cl
'between hlmself and hlS middl

]

to’ engage 1n modellng behaylo

lid'acqulrlng of . ad%guate rules .0

y

/
A

4
/i Research has begun to

~

ffrequently show ev1dence of é

/

than would be predlcted from

lower soc1oeconom1c strata oi{contemporary soc1ety is well documente

wment, * ¥

N .

epresentationJZEQlou-f.Q. individuals id;the.
at such 1nd1v1duals represent only the lower
range of genetlc varlatlonr and perpetuate

status by selectlve\matlng, the welghe of L

- 4 %

that certaln constellatlons of varlables B
w1th the c1rcumstances of lower class 11v1ng
1 relatlonshrp to contlnulng patterns of
d performance 'd;. '.';~_..} .

-

Chlld in partlcular, is in a potentlally

' ‘
1t1ve and motlvatlonal dEVelopment.

s 1mmed1ate env1ronment who are adeouate and -
ass behav1or, and percelvxng llttle 51milar1ty

e class teacher, the lower class Chlld may tend

°
a

r to an extent whlch is insufflclent for the
f soc1al and learnlng behav1or. "These rules

essary for academlt success T

3

show that culturally dlsadvantaged 1ndiv1duals
B S

esented in most standard tests of 1nte111gence)

t r 1ntelllgence test scores.:-fsuch,aﬂ*'

Y

onsxjerably more eff101ent learnlng processes 7., '& )



'discrepancy betweeh the results of the two kinds of measures is not shown

' with'anythihg like,eéoal frequency é&ther ng organlcally mentally retarded
1 . S
persons or. among individuals from nondeprlved eanrpnments Thus, the

’development of- 1ntellect1ve and 1earn1ng skllls cannot be viewed apart from
the'envirohmental,miliehvwhrch fosters them. .. .
{ P PP -

In the current investigation, no attempt will be made to resolve th@?

U4

'natureQnurture"issue'as'it'relatesﬂto the\development of intelligence; - -
‘I‘ N ..". ’/ . . . - -

‘However,‘there wilf be an attempt te delineate some of the common ground on

which low and"high Sbcioeconomic status students-are similar.' -More speeificallyi

Y

, i . . A
in thls 1nvestlgatlon an- attempt is made to show on whlch 1ntellectual tasks
. - ‘ ‘c

:and under what c0nd1tlons do the chlldren defined as low SES.or. culturally

&
deprlved -perform on some cognltlve ab111t1es on a par wlth thelf middle SES or'

[N 9,

vnon—culturally deprlved counterparts. o

)

L ','

In other words, several cognltlve tasks varylng along a. contlnuum from

pure memory to- abstract reasonlng are examaned 1n relatronshlp to soc10econom1c

status. and related env1ronmental factors.:
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THEORETICAL' CONSIDERATIONS AND RBLATED - LITERATURE e ]
* ' s - . : ’ a < |
- ' N . SN L ‘
- : INTRODUCTIONY i
. d . -
~ a . N » - -L . . .S

- Cnarles Stearman ?&927) was’first to propose a factorial conceotion'
of’inteliigence., By intechrreiatino large sampies of cognitive task, _
S } _ ‘ ] ] : _ BN
performances,'he found suff;ciént.cohmunality among tests to'support.tne
.concept ofla singlelbasic nental }unction: Y ‘This general factor ( g,) is

e

v

supposed to enter lnto any cognltlve task requlrlng the abllity to recelve

stlmull and mentally manlpulate or transform such 1nput. Spearman regarded

a2

. . N
abllltges over and above g as spec;flc or s factors whlch Were unlque 59///ﬁ -

) ) : )
certaln tasks. In other words, performancewon any cognltlve task 1nvolves ot

B 4

.a unlversal or general factor (g) and to a lesser extent, a spec1f1c

i ! .'--ﬂ *
factor (S). T

§

Slnce ‘Spearman' s ploneer work, a number of formulatlogs concernlng the
) . i N
nature- of 1ntelllgence have been advanced on the bas1s of corrélatlonal

.‘techniques‘(cf;‘Vernon,.1950;v gmttéll, 1963;;‘Jensen; 1969);;

‘. .
P

' VERNON'S HIERARCHIAL MODEL
Ll RS RO

Vernon (1969) notes that ‘a charapterlstic feature of mental structure

is.h;erarchy. , A_hlerarchlcal or group factor model of 1ntelligence admits

G
v Y

:‘4*‘

.



)

|

) N ‘the‘exiStenCe of a general factor, g, and successively subdivides into more’*
sbécifializedxfypgs of ability. ln uaryino degrees, g enters into any .
_hcognitive performance, depending on the complexity of %ie\symbolic processes

for solutlon. The general ability, beingisymbolic, contrasts with tasks

~

+ . gdemanding skills of a more enactive:prvikonic kind. - After the removal of

l
Lo

the general fagtor,'g, tests fall into two main categories -~ the'verbal
" 'educational (v:ed) and the spatlal—perceptual-practlcal (k m) ‘Since these

factors are not general, but run through a limited number of tests, they

are called major group,factors. "Ifsenough tests are given, the'genealogical.
tree further subdivides into minor groups and then‘Spearman's s factors.
’ o 2
® - : . IR ' L
® For Vernon, an ability or géctor implies' the existehce of a grou Q{ category
| - ~ 4 [9 b R
of performances which correlate highly w1th one .anéther and ar\ relatively
. ‘ 4.
distihct from other performances. Thus, an‘ability is a construct accounting
for the objectively“determined correlation between tests. S o
~ . In reference ta the major.group factOrs, VernOn-points out that'although ©

-people who score well on verbal testf usually g;rform 51m11ar1y on spatlal

tests, it is poss1ble for 1nd1v1duals to dlffer appre01ably 1n thelr performance

v 1n these two areas. Of central 1mportance for the current study'ls Vernon s

clalm that abllltles over and above g arise partly from hg redlty but malnly
"‘ . . :

as a functlon of experlehce v

o :

o

The North Amerlcan p031tlon referred to by Vernon (1950 as the neo—”
faculty theory , dlverges somewhat from the BrltlSh v1ew. mérican factorlsts
are less 1ncl1nEd to!acknowledge the presence of a Qeneral factor. Followxng

Thurstone (1947) and Gullford (1967), the tendency has been to reduce the mlnd ;i



“to a nuhber of indepéendent primary abllktles .‘In reality neither approach
ser;es to negate the other, and both are reasonahle models for v1ew1ng the
structureQOf mehtal abilities.. The speéificity theory does not disprove :
the existence of & general factor,.and llkeyise, adherence to ‘g involves

the acknowledgement-of group'factors. _For'large reoresentative samples the
,hierarchical model aopears'more parsiﬁonious; whereas with relatively )
.homogeneous.groups - hniversit§ sthdents, MA —'matched children —4where.g is

in effect pertialled out,,the'speciﬁgcity modelvwould'possibly have

rexplahatorf merit.

’ . a

~

CATTELL'S THEORY OF FLUID AND CRYSTALLIZED INTELLIGENCE A.\/

e

Cattell (1963) clalms that the general ability factor now measured by
, 1ntelllgence tests can be reduced to two obl1que second order factors whlch

he calls fluld (gf) and,srxstalllzed (gc) 1nte111gence.\//érystallized

g

ablllty loads more hlghly on those coqnltlve performances in whlch skilled
Judgment hablts have become crystalllzed as a result of earller learnlhg.

on the other hand," flUld general ablllty shows'more in cultureefalr tests
such-aS‘matrices which requlre adaptationzto.neW»51tuatLons.» Fluid abxlfty B

ot -

'"1s a capac1ty to percelve relatlons and educe‘correlates in Spearman s

“orlglnal sense"  (p. s). o ‘ L ) '1J:f. .
The ablllty, gg,qgupPOSedly represents the 1nfluence of b1010g1ca1 R

.1nher1tance or constltutlonal equlpment, whereas g_ is the result of skills

and concepts establlshed through experlence.. Measures:of gf show much‘



‘more rapid decline}

greater variance, the standard deviation of IQs being 25+ as contrasted with-

‘a Slgma of 15‘wh1ch is typlcal of verbal tests Cattell's explqnatlon is

i

that cultural pressures produce greater unlformlty in the laﬁter

Over a person'’ s llfetlme gﬁ.w1ll be more constant since thls general

‘ability-ls biologically determ;ned. In contract,)g_, whlch hlnges ‘onh

cuitural habits, will be more flexible, Up unt11 b1010g10a1 maturlty,

1nd1v1dual dlfferences in g; and g_ will reflect malnly dlfferences in-

"cultural opportunlty and 1nterest Subsequent dlscrepanc1es wlll reflect

4

A, . - .
dlfferences in age ‘as the gap between g_ and g_ w111 tend to 1né¢ba .with

. 5 o ] . R :
experience and the tlme‘decay'of.gﬁ. wlth<1ncreas;ng age,'QEJW111 show a

’

Vernon (1970) concedes that Cattell's theory prov1des a sound model for-'
conceptuallzlng mental development and deterioration. r‘He believes that*

\

Cattell s second order obllque factors are psychologlcally more 1ntelllg1ble

-than g and group faetors However Vernon notes that 1f one regards g_ as

S’Wlth a slight admlxturﬁ'of spatlal abllity and gc as g + v ed factor,'

Cattell's scheme could be viewed as an hlerarczlcal theory . Vernon does not

i

regard the genotyge or . Cattell's g_ as belnq m asurable and argues that the vc‘

»5major weakness of Cattell's theory is the claim that flu1d ab111ty tests are

immune to cultural 1nfluences. Accordrng to. Vernon abstract reasonlng '

"skllls of the type demanded by matrices would appear to be bullt up 1n the

same manner as those 1nvolved in verbal reasonlng.




. the nature- nurture issue. In hls artlcle 1n the wlnter 1ssue of- the

 Harvard Educational:Review, 1969 he re- examlnes much of the exlstent

JENSEN'S MODEL FOR UNDERSTANDING INTELLIGENCE A Y

Extensrve research on the 1ntelllgence and learnlng abllltles of

chlldren called culturally dlsadvantaged to dlscover the ways .in which

-

they dlffer typlcally from mlddle class chlldren in their intellectual -

N
’ - ’,

capac1t1es, has led Jensen to the formulatlon of a theory of mental ablllty
whlch can comprehend most of the phenomena revealed by these 1nvest1gatlons_

(Jensen, 1961, 1963, l968a, 1968b) HlS theoretlcal formulatlon has also

served as a ba51s for predlctlng new phenomena concernlng the relatlonshlp

between 1ntelllgence learnlng -ability, and soc1oeconom1c status.‘

" Jensen (1969) has provoked much discussion and crltlcal thlnklng on -
N

11terature that relates to the heredlty - envrronment controversy and reaches-

“the conc1u51on that the genetlc component 1n the development of intelllgence :
A_ ‘is much larger than was popularly accepted ;n North Amerlca._ He tende\\\

'a herltablllty estlmate of 0. 80 for 1ntelllgence,_° In. other words, Jensen FENOR

places much ‘less stress on the plasthlty 0f 1ntelllgenCe as suggested by

‘many psychologlsts and educators ' Many Brltlsh psychologlsts, notably Burt .

(1966 1968), have also held thzs p01nt of v1ew.
Jensen (1969 1970) presents a model of human abllitles in whlch the S

effects of SES are taken 1nto con51derat10n., On the ba51s of results of

: Ldlrect learnlnq tasks as well as the results of dlfferentlal factor analyses ';t‘

pe

.on hlgh and low SES on- whlch he fOund dlfferent patterns, Jensen-has pgopoSed{.f'



'_()_. o .

. ' ! )
N s " N . .
. .

. a two dlmen51onal model  for understandlng sl01al class dlfferences of

performance on tests of learnlng abllrty and 1ntelllgence : The first

dimension is the famlllar dimension of cultural loading The psychometrlc

-

tests used by psychologlsts prlor to a specxal class placement vary 1n the

degree of cultural blas‘Y However, the findings that low SES chlldren do
. N . .
worse on the Raven s Progressive Matrlces whlch requlre complex abstract

reasonlng ablllty than on the Stanford Blnet which has a varlety of

.

‘ conceptual tasks (ngglns & Sllvers, 1958 Sperrazzo & Wllklns, 1958 and

;
1959) and that low SES chlldren performed better, relatlve to hlgh SES

-~

chlldren on I.Q. test items Wthh were ]udged to be cultural rather than
non- cultural (MGGurk 1951), have led Jensen to postulate a second dlmen51on

that is necessary to. more fully understandlng these observatlons._,-'

The. second dlmen51on that Jensen has added concerns the complex1ty

of‘the learnlng task..ﬂ Tasks and tests vary along a. contlnuuﬁ‘ranglnq from

v 4

-a sxmple assocratlve learnlng task (Level I) to conceptual learnlng and

abstract problem solv1ng (Level II)  Thus a dlglt span test would be

LN

predomlnantly a level one task whlle a concept formatlon—problem solv1ng

test such as Raven s Matrlces would be malnly a level two task

¢

N Furthermore, the: assumptlon is. made the the dlmenSLOn of degrees of

o , : . L
complex1ty is hlerarchlcal 1n nature. In other words, the sxmpler processes
are thought of as. belqg necessary but not suff1c1ent for the development and ”

':fuse of the hlgher level functlons.-i Therefore, a. low degree of ab111ty o?

e

',‘Thus 1t 1s pOSSlble that through the genetlc dlstrlbqtlon of 1nd1v1dua1

A

.bLevel I functlonlng ‘also. has assoc1ated w1th 1t a lowered Level II functlonlng. ;,_.}



,some dimenslons of 1ntelligent behaVior.

low SES Negro area and ones servxng ‘an upper—middle class White re51dent1al C

~and middle SES (N 79)ith1rd—graders on Raven 8 Progressive Matrices and a a_

, : , . . N > .
differences, a persgn may have good Level I ability but poor Level II ability.

Consequently, these persons would have subnormal performance on standardized

;1néelligence tests, yet would appear to be brightér than the tested I. Q on

R

. Jensen s . two dimen81onal model is presented graphically in Figure 1.

The theory also postulates that Level I ability is about equally

distributed in all SES groups. "In short, there is little, 1f any, correlation :

between,Level I ability and’ SESl . Level 11 ability,.hOwever, is’distributed_j

o -l

-quite differently as a function of SES there being a\POSltlve correlation
”between Level II and SES Figure 2 shows the hypothetical distributions of

' Levels I and II in lower class and mlddle class populations

-(. 8-

_ Rohwer (1969) administered the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test;(PPVT),"V‘-‘f

Raven s Colored Progre551ve Matrices, and a paired—associates learning test to

.»a total of 288 children drawn 1n equal numbers (N 48 per group) from -

e \

'Kindergarten, first and thirg grades 1n two kinds of schools - ones serv1ng 8

>

ﬁarea; The results indlcated that the Negro—White or low SES vs high SES

/
Y

. s ' ‘{ .
”difference 1s mgch&smailer for the Level 1 (paired~a55001ates) test than for :
:feither the;PPVT Or Raven, which are both Level“II tests.~. Also, the SES ‘3.‘

Jgroups diverge on Level II w1th 1ncrea51ng age, the Negro and White groups show »

”

"an 1ncrea51ng difference w1th advanc1ng school qrade on the two Level II tests,;

»pespec1ally on the Raven.s

Guinagh (1969) tested low SES Negro'(N 105), low SES white (N = 84), -

PR

[
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. X » : )
digit span tests.4 ‘The~low and middle groups, though differing very

I

Signlficam:ly on the Raven, d1d not differ significantly on. digit span

Each group was selected from schools predominantly attended by that sub-.”

population
Jensen (1970) tested all 4th S5th and 6th grade children in a

partlally 1ntegrated publlC school system with 50% Whlte anslggg Negro
\ i
pupil population on LeVel I and Level I1 tests (10% were Oriental and
q B
other ethnic minorities) The cla551f1cation of . groups ‘into race

dlfferences was equated Wlth Low vs middle SES B The hypotheSis that

| LeveJ I and Level IT tests are more highly correlated in the middle SES
than in the lower SES population was confirmed Level I ability was ?"3

' evenly distributed throughout both SES groups but the middle SES children
: v .'A.‘

' had a Significantly higher mean on Level II abillty

Why are these abilities said to have different distributions 1n

-11; N RS

lower and middle class segments of the populatlon? Jensen (1970) argues ﬂj;‘”'

e
that ‘the educational and occupational requirements of our society tend to

sorf‘ﬂsople out much more by their Level II ability than by their Level I

-3

ability, and it 1s occupatlonal statup that chiefly determines an 1ndiv1dual'

B ' ly " o
SES, _ Assumlng largely genetic determination of 1nd1v1dual differences in
;toth Levels I and II the'"gene flow" would d ffuse in both directions Wlth

- Fjrespect’to SES f If Level 11 is dependent upon Level I then high SES F“

'."children who are low on elther Level I or II will tend as adufts to gravitate g‘

f to a lower $ES level If thelr def1c1ency 15 at Level I only, they will

e

*f'carry good genes\for Level II Wlth them 1n many cases,c lf their defioiency

. .

A



"predomlnantly concentrated ln the lower socaal classes,v? On the basxs of

" “.{1953)

J

is;only at Level II,'howeverJ they will carry ‘good genes for Level I w1th

1them as they’ gravltate to a lower SES Mov1ng from lower to hlgher SES

i

on the other hand .carrles w1th it good genes for both Level I and Level

4

II. Jensen supports thls set of condltlons wlth two sets of observatlons.

'fxushllck (1966), in revxewlng the research on SES and mental subnormallty,

notes that cultural famlllal retardatlon, (I Q between 50 and 70),

°

<

-a number of surveys made 1argely 1n England Kushllck concludes that

. mlld subnormallty lh the absence of abnormal neurologlcal signs is

> L

‘v1rtually conflned to -the lower SOClal classes., He goes on to- say that

3
w?\.
Ry

’almost no chlldren of hlgher 5001al class parents have I. Q scores less [
than 80 unless they have a pathologlcal condltxon. In short, genés from”".

"low 1ntelllgence (meanlng low Level 1 and/or low Level II,_accordlng to

e

. Jensen s theory) are largely ellmlnated from the upper SES segment of the/{h e

populatlon ' SeVere mental def1c1ency, due to bra1n damaqe and mutant '

f‘gene and chromosomal defects however, have about equal occurrence 1n all?
' soc1al strata. ' The secondrobservatlon that Jensen used to support hls
L",formulatlon 1s the fact that 1t 1s not nearly as dlfflCUlt to flnd glfted74"

(1. Q s above 130) chlldren in the lower classes as Lt is: to flnd retardedzfe;“_,w

bt v SR o

nchlldren 1n the upper classes. The Scottlsh Natronal Surﬁ!y\estahlxahedlﬂf

s i‘ :7

L } ey _ S
" .on a 1azge scale that hlgh 1ntellectual ablllty is’ more widely dlatw}buted‘i o

__1fferent 50c1a1 env1ronments than 1s low mental ability (Maxwell,
R A : : S Coae k“ e R
B . . . [‘wf.:‘l( N

Jensen (1969) also makes reference to the nat10nw1de Coleman $tudy
: e - LY R R
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.
-

(1966) which 1ncluded‘assessments of a dozen env;ronmental varlables and

soc1oeconom1c 1nd1ces whlch are generally thought to be major sources of

1

envrronmental 1nflue&ve\1n determlnlng 1nd1v1dual and group dlfferences
ﬂ

“

-in scholastlc achievement . These‘factors are all-correlated'with '

scholastlc performance within -each of the rac1al and ethnlc groups studled :
by Coleman : Yet these factors .are not systematlcally correli?%d with

dlfferences between groups.' For example, by far the: most env1ronmentally

dlsadVantaged group ‘in the Coleman study are the Amerlcan Indlans. _iédt'

'

the Amerlcan Indlan abllrty and achlevement test 5cores average about half‘ s

a standard dev1at10n hlgher than the scores for Negroes. The dlfferences_-
were 1n favoripf the Indlan chlldren on each of the four tests used by

' Coleman. non—verbal 1ntelllgence, verbal 1nte111gence, readlng comprehenslon,yf

N
»

and math achlevement., Jensen states that

-If the env1ronmenta1 factors assessed by Coleman are _
“the major determlnants of- Negro-Whlte dlfferences R e
that many social scientists have claimed they are, . = ;- &
: R TR W
-it is hard to see why such factors should act. in - Sl
. ‘reverse fashion in determlnlng d1fferences between
" Negro ‘4nd Indlans, especrally Ain view" of the fact .

" that within each. group the factors' are slgnlflcantly :
ﬁcorrelated in the expected dlrectlon w1th achlevement. {p: 49)

what Jensen has falled to mentlon 1s the fact that in the Coleman‘*¢ﬁrv"
= study, a much larger pr0portlon of Amerlcan Indrans are 1ntegrated ahd are fﬂ%;ﬁ.”

“a part of the Whlte school system than the Negro chlldren.n, Coleman (1966)

a

also found that the spec1f1c characterlstlcs that showed the strongest

e ]

g relatlon to achlevement were the educatlonal backgrounds and educatlonal

asplratlons of other students at the school 'vThe educational'backgrognds,'H_-7A~

7



'..‘chlld above that potent1a1
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-l\h

3

and aspirations. of fellow students appear to prov1de a facrlltatlng or

.ampllfylng effect on. the achievement of a student 1ndependent of his

’background,

Using the evidence -of these studies, Jensen argues that the fallure

of recent compensatory educatlon efforts to produce lastlng effects on

N - 4 P
- ~

."chlldren s I Q and’ achlevement tests suggests that the premlses on whlch
these efforts have been based should be re~exam1ned Jensen (1969)

offers an: alternatlve in that school subjects should be taught to low SES "

co

. chlldren 1n a form su1table for vau151t10n by means of a55001at1ve
’ C . ; : :
learnlng (Level‘I) and to hlgh SES chlldren in a form amenable to conceptual

-
learnlng processes (LeVel II)

‘A basic conclu51on of Jensen s dlscus51on of the 1nfluence of -
- . S - . ) . N N
env1ronment on I. Q is that env1ronment acts as a- "threshold varlable“»

>

Extreme envrronmental deprlvatlon can’ keep the Chlld from performlng up to

'v.hlS genetlc potentlal but an enrlched educatlonal program cannot push the

-~

 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS . .
-Thé-nature-nurture ‘issue”in 1nte111gence has been dlscussed by

o 1 . o .
pSYChOlOngts and educators endlessly and 1s not the main purpose of thls '[ -

;dlsSertatlon.; The more 1mportant con51derat10n is to what extent non— ﬁ'i
. N a-.v -
,genetlc factors can 1nfluence, 1f at all the level of 1nte111gence and

. ‘ﬁ,v_- : o -w’

-hachlevement of both low and. hlgh SES groups In other words, do we accept
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o

Jensen s proposal that env1ronmenta1 effects in general have 11ttle bearlng

on a chlld's intellecfual . ability and thus concentrate our efforts on
: ’ 4

teachlng the low SES chlld a55001at1ve skllls, or do we take 1nto con51deratlon‘

* various non- genetic effects on 1nte111gence and- attempt to create situations

. oA
more conduclve_to development ofuabstraction.and reasoning for deprived

chiidren. _ _ o o '

7/ ) . . (fﬁw\ EY A

In attemptlng to answer thlS questlon, the followxng quote E*;McClearn
) L I

(1967) should be con51dered

' The key concept of herltabrllty exp11c1t1y and
necessarlly involves the simultaneous con51deratlon'
~of both genetic and environmental determinants, .
With this formulatlon, an attempt to describe a
trait ‘as being 'genetic' or envxronmental' in
"+ origin is seen to be meaningless, It is ‘also .
important to know that the herltablllty estimate ‘
obtained from a particuiar set of operatlons is - . s
not an'eternal, fixed value of the trait. . R
.Dependlng 51multaneously upon env1ronmentalaand ‘ '
/genetlc varlance ‘sources,” the herltablllty will
change as a given population is: subjected to dlfferent
'env1ronmental c1rcumstances, or as. 1t51venet1c o - S
- composition changes.- Thiis a herrtabllity value
_refers to.a given tralt in a glven populatlon at a
‘glven tlme 1n a glven env1ronment “(p. 103)

Those who con51der the envaronment as an 1mportant varlable 1n
determlnlng 1ntelllgence would argue that 51nce 1t 1s 1mpossib1e to spec1fy
what any person s future encounter w1th'hls env1ronment w111 be, attemptlng

to predlct hlS future behavxor from test performance 1s not sufffc1ently

N .

justlfled.“ Jensen hlmself (1969) 111ustrates thls p01nt quxte clearly when L

he mentlons that tubercu1051s once had a: high herltabllity but now has a

1ow one. The change was due entlrely to an env1ronmental change (reduced

2

exposure to lnfectlon) Yet Jensen belleves that env1ronmentalxmod1ficatlj T

&
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(i.e. reduced exposure to- adverse learning condjtions) canESt signif}cantly-
e . ' ) - , L i
modITy the I.Q. of culturally deprived children because the-&.Q. has high

“
¥

-heritability. . ' . &

' Behav1or becomes progresslvely'more 1nte111gent the more complex the

L ¢

"lines of 1nteract10n" between organlsm and envrronment become, or as Hebb

(1949) would say - "The greater.the amount of autonomous cerebral,activity".
' ' - o \

Intellectual conceptionS'and reasoning do_not develop'in‘isolation, Qet in
' trylng -t0 measure 1ntelllgence we are art;flclally abstractlng 1nte11ectual

competence from the context of sentlments and complexes in which it

&

" normally manifests itself. "In partlcular, the’ Chlld who 1s not exposad to

“any séhoollng bullds up- SklllS largely at the 1nact1Ve level which are\\
Cr fa) . <

adequate for_everyday living, But the longer he operates with these, the

5"

-

vmore difficult 1t is for h1m to acgu1re fresh concepts or move on to'
ﬂ‘symbollc thought. In essence he'has learned to he unlntelllgent (Vernon,
'1969)-. | | -
. From the 30's psychologlsts began more and more to questlon the
‘flndlngs of prev10us lnvestlgators who attrlbuted the dlfferences in the
‘test performance of chlldren selected from dlfferent rac1al and soc1oeconomlc.

' groups to the genetxc factor. Thls was a loglcal sequence to the nature-»

'nurture 1nvestlgat10ns Whlch began to. glve a new slant to psycholog1ca1

«

‘-f,thlnklng at the tlme with regard{to the extent of the effect of environment f

on 1nher1ted capac1ty - In thlS regard the dlfflculty for assessing with

o

",‘-any degree of rellablllty the extent of the 1nfluence of environmental

T . I 4’.{‘

7gfactors on natlve or potentlal ab111ty was stated by Freeman et al (1928)

v/
el
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as follows: "When diffgrences in heredity are associated, it is impossible
to determine which is the cause and\which'is the effect". //

The hazards in nature- nurture 1nvest1gatlons were also p01nted out

-

by Burks and Kelly (1928) in the. following comment

‘selectlon is given flrst place among the hazards because
it is so persistent, so wide spread, and often so hard o
to recognize. A practical definition of selection as ,
. used. here would be the systematic operation of one or Ty
" ' more factors that prevent a group of individuals from L
being what theggare assumed to be. (p. 16).

; The early studles carried out by Galton (1914). Terman et al (1925),

»

and Holllngworth (1926) had placed all empha51s on the heredltary factor
for superlorlty ln mental achievement. ‘i It was held that genius ran.

through famllles but factors such as home env1ronment<and other cultural

[}

influences wthh contrlbuted largely to the test performance of the

A

gifted children_studied were ovefiooked; Burt (1955) held the v1ew that

e N
*

"The ev1dence 1nd1cates that at least 75% of the measurable variance 1s

[
4

.attrlbutable to dlfference in genetic’ constltutlon and less than 25% to’
/ ) -
.enylronmental condltlons". But the general ‘trend of Opinion by most
. l -
¢ contemporary research workers, as will be noted later, is that 1t is d1ff1cult
to assess the dlfference between acqulred and lnnate mental abllltles.
Vernon (1960) made one of the m05t forthrlght statements in whlch he
crystalllzed the views of contemporary Britlsh 9 ther psycholoqtbts on .
, rac1a1 dlfferences in hental ab111ty as- may be judged by pencxl and paper tests-' '

Indivxdual dlfferences Wlthln racxal or natlonal groups are far larger than

; 5. '
dlfferences between groups" ‘Then he went on to state-‘ "At least 10% of

‘v



.

~Negroes surpass the average. American Whlte, and 10% of Whltes score lower

than the average Negro

\

There is probably no~reputable psychologist

‘ nowadays who would malntaln that these results ‘represent genulne 1nnate

racial differences".

He p01nted out further that several mlght state the

I

exact opposite, adding that the superlor groups are Just those prov1ded

with the best economic, and social condltlons and the best educatlon and

- -

. went on to state that "The ma]orlty would be more llkely ta say that we -

cannot really make valid comparlsons at a

R

whlch are

&f‘belnce no tests can be deVLsed

!

'culturally neutral' - that 1s, equally falr to groups w1th very

dlfferent upbrlnglngs"

The remalnder of thlS chapter Wlll rev1ew the relevant llterature

pertalnlng to the 1nfluence of envlronmental or non-genetlc factors on

1nte111§ence and achlevement tests. B ' " T

‘The practice -and formal schooling factors

L 4» ! ,'_

In connectlon with the effects of formal educatlon and tralnlng on._:

attainment of psychologlcal test scores, Anasta51 (1958) p01nted out that h

-

"PSYChOlongtS have ‘come. a long way from the old idea that I Q.

-

of the organlsm flxed by heredlty“ and:

is a'property'

That-an 1.Q. is 51mply a score on a partlcular test.

As_such, ‘it not only'varles somewhat w1th the-
nature and contéxt of the tezt but it is also
susceptlble to all the: influences that affect
behavior. - For a ‘pProper. interpretatlon of-any 1. Q

_we therefore;need 1nformatlon on (l) the test from ’



<

1

i_ school attendance on subsequent 1ntellectua1 development were the ’,“”A

\ o . .
which it was obtained, and (23 the experiential
background of the individual,jinsofar as it may

- have affected the type of behavior functions
sampled by the test. (p. 82). /

She‘then raised the&guestion of the extent to which coaching and practice

can raise the test performance of the shbject in group or 1nd1v1dual tests

and cited the evidence from studles done by several other workers llke

&
|

Adkins (1937), Cattell (1931), Crane and Helm . (1950), all of whom found

srgnlflcant mean galns in score upon retests wlthln perlods nanglng from

,a few days to a year, the extent to whlch the galns per51st or level off

belng dependent upon the type or dlfflculty of the test and the ablllty
1evel or degree of test sophlstlcatlon of the sub]ects.‘ She further c;ted
the later studles by a number of Brltlsh pshychologlsts 11ke Dempster (1954),

James (1953), VernOn (1954), wlseman (1954), wL\eman\an ergley (1953), and,

- Yates (1953), who were also concerned ‘with the effect on eleven year old '

P

chlldren 0f coaching and practlce in tests for selectlon for entrance'to
secondary schools, all of whom supported the earller flndlngs but found that'
the extent of the 1mprovement thCh reached up to flfteen points after

coaehlng and practlce, was greater in the case of testees w1th deficient

educatlonal backgrounds, and that exce551ve coachlng tended tg result 1n a

. relatlve decrease ;n score galns.

: , ,
Among the studles 01ted by Anasta51 (1958) on the effect of nursery

c

3

1nvestlgatlons of- Wellman et al (1940), carrled out at Iowa Univer51ty. lbdj.‘ﬁ

In one: of these studles 652 chlldren of age range 18 to 77 months who ~.‘

9
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attended either the nursery schooILOr the kindergarten conductedﬁby the -
university were given either the'Stanford-Binet or-the'Kuhlmann—Binet .‘
testshin the.fall.and agalnbin.the spring of each year of:pre—school
attendance;.' The scores showed a meanigaln”of 6.6 I.Q. points durlng'the
‘first vear of_attendance vhile those who remained in the_nursery school
_or &indergarten continued to show _increases in'I.Q although'decreasinglv
so each year, but no srgnlflcant correlatlon was found between galn ln
I. Q' and the actual number of . days attended durlng the year whlch ranged
from 37 to 148 days | S E _' | R L
For purposes of comparlson Wellmanlnatched 34 of the predschool |

' chlldren w1th 34 non pre school chlldren in chronologlcal age and 1n1t1al
.I.Q. The pre school group galned an average of 7 0 poxnts between the‘f
fall and Sprlng testlng, whlle the control group lost an average of 3 9
. po;nts. The Iowa 1nvestlgatlon therefore came to the conclusron that
nursery sch001 attendance resulted 1n a galn 1n I. Q

' Cltlng 10n1tud1nal studles, Anasta51 (1958) also concluded that 1n 3';'

the}var;ous approaches,to'determrne thejeffect of_school ongtestedgr-

intelligence-Studied'in nursery s¢hobl,édﬂcation revealed”that nurSery f€>”""'

school attendance has llttle or no effect upon the I Q of chlldren from '
better home backgrounds but that thevFChlldren from under€r1v1ledged

- Lo A . SR , e T
envxronments show apprec1able ga1ns 1n I,Q follow1ng nursery school

'~"exper1ence“, and that "Longltudlnal 1nvestigat10ns of populatlons over :

,perlods ranglng from about 10 to 25 years have revealed a sllght but f

1



L : _ ‘ Co1- ./.v /;\
"siQnificant trend‘for'l.Q.itest performaDCe/Lo'rise:as a result‘oft
lntervening‘changes of<educationa1;and cul?Lral facflitles",fa viev'alsoy'
‘sup_ported by Burt (1946) and Cat’tell“(lj95)/). -

Douglas.tl964) ;nd bouelas et al. (1965) also reported that rn the '
case of eleven year old chlldren from the upper middle classes attendlng |
.Brltlsh primary-school,-"Mental ablllty and school performance-test h-
'scores are unaffected by the amount of absence from school but in all
other-soc1al classes con51derable effects are recorded"':{ The chlldren
who are~consistent1y ahsent or Whouare often absent_in the‘last two yearsﬂ
;at prlmary school make lower scores at eleven; and shou relatlve‘
:deterloratLOn‘ln scores between'elght and eleven,years} _ He further p01ntedb
out that chlldren who are often away in the first two years but make good
,attendances 1n subsequent years catch up,‘but not 1f they come from the
'lower manual worklng class or attended prlmarylschools that have a poor f

v academlc record hence manual worklng class chﬂldren get fewer grammar j;t};w

"school places than is expected

Nutritional factors . . . . o4

VI

\"

Durlng the past decade, several studles from dlfferent parts of the ;f»iif'f

’

deve10p1ng world have suggestéd an adverse effect of malnutrltlon on

1

"»cognltlve development of younq chlldren._ These studles include reports
. i \_

~‘from East Europe South and West Afrlca ‘and Latln Amerlca.,-thateverAh{'

: e



the etiology or nature of the nutrltlonal def1c1ency-1n these studies, "
their results suggest “that both undernutrltlon and malnutr{tlon affect

the capaclty of the young ch11d to benefit from the environment and to

~ show normal psycholog1cal development

\

A reV1ew of SOVlet studles on nutrltion and hlgher nervous act1v1ty

.(Brozek 1962) reported that when the 1ntake of a varlety of essentlal

i)

_nutrlents was 1nadequate, chanqes lnrcondrtioned reflexes~occurred‘-and.:

were. reflected 1n the modlflcatlon of vaUISltlon rate, malntenanCe and

extinction. The capac1ty to establlsh new condltroned reflexes ‘was sald

L

‘to be the‘first functxon affected. ' HoweVer,‘as“the malnourished state‘f
o contlnued even prev1ously well establlshed reflexes were depressed or

abollshed

4 PR
- Y .

A longltudlnal study of undernourlshed Cape coloured children 1n

'South Afrlca (stack and Smythe, 1963 1968) reported values for helght,
. [
3 welght head c1rcumference and mean 1nte111gent quotlents well below an "};1.3_

A:adequate nourlshed group at varlous follow-up stages from 1nfancy to ip ;;f

’

, mlddle chlldhood ‘as well as defects of v1sual-motor ability and pattern.p

b

perceptlon.;h In addltlon, the better nourlshed control gtoup had a

: ' R S ‘ ' ‘ L
better tlme concept and hlgher achlevement motlvatlon scores.v; Inter- fj

N

| ’7vjthe experlmental group drd not) There was also no. way to separate the{f'" -

"iinutrltlonal from other env1ronmental factors 1n the study by Cabak and

'r":

g

'pretatlon of the flndlngs, however, was made d1ff1cult by dlfferences in"}'v“““”

.,nursery school experlence,lp the two groups (the antrol grOup attended,fhxfh"'“'
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Najdanvic (1965) in whicc/Serbian-children.who.were malnourished in_
infancy had lower I;Q; scores;~ Studles w1th Ugandan chlldren by Gerber
'and Dean (1956) and the 1nvestlgatlons w1th Mestlzo and Indian populatlonS‘

in MEXLCO, Guat ala, Venezuela and Chile, all reported lower _scores on ".\
. -\\ ’

- the Gesell Development Schedules w1th retardatlon most pronounced in |
‘}adaptlve and language development at pre—school age (Crav1oto, De Licardie, '

~and- Blrch, 1966 Moenckeberg, 1968) i Inadequacy in lntersensory

1ntegrat1ve ablllty was reported for rural Mexlcan and Guatemalan school- f o

Lo PR

:fage chlldren who scored in the 1owest quartile 1n height (Cravioto and 5;;.'

" De- Llcardle, 1968)
| 'Werner and Muralldharan (1970) analyzed the phy81cal, coqnitive and”ff

’ achlevement status of . two groups of Indlan pre—school children who came N

RN

;from low mlddle class urban backgroupds and attended nursery school hut fhgﬂ

A ’ -
.who differed in adequacy of nutritlonal status., Differences between they;‘

"two groups 1n height, welght, and head circumference at age five were alll

151gn1f1cant, favourlng the adequately nourished group, and so was the

.

r dlfference between the two groups 1n growth rate of head crrcumference',;iji»f‘

'between 2 1/2 and 5 years.,: In the measures of cognitive developmént,

-—

.both boys and girls 1n the adequately nourished group scored well w1th1n

'm:.rthe normal range of 1ntelllgence, the inadequately nourished children

. of both sexes scored in the slow learner' range.- I Q variations were

.‘ more pronounced for the madequately nouri hec chlldren and most. pronounced

s o, B T L

'fifor the inadequately nourished girh v'*, ﬂd;,a
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These flndlngs of a 15- 20 I. Q p01nt dlfference between chlldren .

exposed to 51m11ar home envlronments and pre-s¢hool educatlon but varylng;_.

in nutr1t10na1 status are 51milar to I Q dlfferences reported by

Kugelmass, Poull and Samuel (1944) who studled groups of undernourlshed

,chlldren in the age range from 2 to 9 years before and after rmprovement
.. : 4 S
" 1n d1et They found an average rlse 1n I.Q. of the undernourlshed

]

chlldren of IB poxnts after nutrltlonal therapy The ear11er the age at

'whlch nutrltlonal therapy was 1nst1tuted the hlgher the rlse 1n I Q
f BRI - »._‘..“"

h’After age ‘4, the rise in 1. Q ‘was 1nSIgn1flcant

8"

Studles conducted us1ng both anlmals and humans denote a posxtzve

correlatlon between maternal dlétary def1c1enc1es and affected fetal
~development . Blrch and Gussou (1970) quote numerous studles 1n thls fleld

S

-of Wthh perhaps some of the most slgnlflcant relate to the wartime
'f”experlences in England and Norway " As well, more recent studles conducted
;measurlng the before and‘after effects of 1ncreased proteln and calorlc

1ntake, show151gn1f1cant changes 1n fetal deVelopment

In the Brltlsh wartxme experlment, an effort was made to upgrade the o

Am' dlet of 1ts people-~ espec1ally those of chlldren and pregnant women. ; -

1.4‘

v“_ They found that durlng the flve year perrod betweén 1940—1945 the Stlll-

blrth rate 1n England and Wales underwent an accelerated decline, falling

f:cfrom 38 per 1000 births, to 28 per 1000 bxrths. Thus, signlfying in. a

'f'partlcular lnstance, the effects of 1mproved diet on’ the pregnancy.nﬁfh¢?7'
A : ). - : '

In Canada, accordlng to Ian Adams (1971)

)-".
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The infant mortality rate in 1968 was 21 per 1000 .
live births for all Canadlans, 49 per 1000 for . o
' Indians, and 89 per 1000 for. Eskimoes. " |Among :
. Indians as a whole, infant. mortallty has decllned
‘ during the: past' decade from three times tle
lmaternal rate to just- over twice the. rate o .

- Of interest,.atlthls p01nt,;is a statement/hy Birch and Gussou
(1970) that:. e e sy
el prematurlty may represent the approprlate R
termination of a pregnancy compllcated by.ah’ . . .
already imperfect relationship between: mother and- -
. fetus, for fetuses which are primarily defective
T or otherw1se in“trouble 'in vitro' are more. llkely o
-‘to be born before term, often followinga
compllcated pregnancy,_than are those. 1nfants L
not So threatened in.the womb. = 'On.the other . B
"hand, 1nfants ‘who are born prematurely, even when N
no history of complications is- present. and no.
- congenital® abnormallty is v131b1e, are. more : : ,
. liable to abnormal development than are lnfants o S R
'jborn at term (p 50) B R - CRTIE

U

Dr1111en (1965) found that of 72 children welghlng three pounds or fhp“

1less at blrth who had passed school enterlng age, 75% had some congenltal
, . Ly . R
defect or mental retardation.‘ Over one—thlrd of the total group are

\

' flneducable 1n normal schools for reasons of physical or mental handlcaps,.hgf"‘"

{or both. Over one—thlrd are dull chlldren who will probably be.retained
.o e : l v
tan normal school but wlll require spec1al educatlonal treatment and 1ess

‘zif;than one~th1rd are low average, average, or above average in abilzty.~ h

Flnally, Blrch and Gussou (1970) report that the single most common f_JV':
"behalloral flndlng in malnourlshed chlldren is apathy accompanied by
"11rr1 ablllty Ev1dence thus p01nts to the fact that the respOnse of a 4& f=5“
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&,

N
v

malnourished_child to significant stimuli in his envirOnment.would'be
significantly reduced. And, as Birch»statesltﬂGiven the nature of the 5

4 petéonality changes'Which accompany acute-malnutrition; it is not
surprlslng that chlldren w1th severe cllnlcal 1llness ar151ng from proteln !

,calorle malnutrltlon should show degrébseg levels of 1ntellectual

rfunctlonlng"' o S ot B

' socioeconomic and cultural factors :i-"
arge scale studies carrled out xn the USA have revealed a hlgh degree

.of correlatlon between occupatlon and 1ntelllgence 1n adults. A 51milar

' degree of hlgh correlatlon between 1ntelllgence and achlevement test
;'performance and chlldren cla351f1ed accordlng to thelr parental occupatlon '33
‘has been found. McNemar (1962) durlng the collection of data for the .ff

trevxsed standardlzatlon of the Stanford—Blnet scale found that the mean

1. Q 's varled from 117 5 for chlldren, 1n the age group 10=l4 years, of
U_"professxonal parents\to 97 2 for chlldren, 1n the same age group, of urban
’[and rurai day labourers. B Slmllar f1nd1ngs Were prev;ously found by Neff

7f(1938) and Loev1ngar (1940) suggestlng that there 1s generally a difference bffﬁ,
' * /, LA,".

between\the mean I Q ‘s of the chlldren of unskxlled labourers 1n favour

A; of the former In a serles of stud1é§ carrled out by Havighurst et al

Y

(1944 1947 1949) for the purpose of studylng the relationship between

test scores and SOClaI class membershlp of 1ndividua1 testees, almost

0




complete samples.of 10, ll and 16 wear old chlldren were. selected
Thurstone tests of Prlmary Mental Abllltles were admlnlstered to the 13
'Vyear olds, but the two otherJage groups were tested by verbal and
performance tests as well as by spatlal and mechanlcal aptltude tests.
Eachvtestee was cla551f1ed inte one of the five status. groups ranglng from

" A to E Nearly all the tests showed a tendency for mean scores to rise

w1th soc1al class w1th1n each sample., Most of the dlfferences between :

the hlghest and lowest soc1al groups were found to be statlstlcally

3

51gn1f1cant w1th the exceptlon of the 16 year old boys age group in whlch

Al

| the hlghest mean scores were - by the lowest status group 1n'the Mlnnesota 4
Mechanlcal Assembly test probably due to thelr grEQEer famlllarlty 1n

l‘the handling of mechanlcal objects.

Anasta91 (1958) had however, empha51zed that 1n "Maklng comparlsons7
N2 .

'of 1ntellectual and socxoeconomlc varlables _one must not lose 51ght of the f5,

"wlde range of varlables w1thin each soc1a1 level nor of the overlapp;nq
"between Ievels"t11 Flemlng (1943 1958) 1n support of th1s view asserted
lrjthat whlle.relatlvely more 1nte111gent chlldren come from the most |
::prosperous homes, the largest absolute number of 1ntelllgent children 1sigﬁ
r}“to be' found at the lower (though not the lowest) socxoeconomic levels.l.;f;
":?Floud et al (1956 1961), who had studled the socloeconomic handlcaps o
"‘;affectlng educatlonal opportunlty of chlldren of non—manual workers wlth;i

:”respect to selectlon for grammar school education 1n England and Wales,i,.f

*hfalso polnted out that one ;n 51x from manual working class familles as fi:jffff

[ . - RN
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® L o <

‘ompared with one in two from-non—manual homes gained grammar school places
at'thevage of 11+.  But -she too adv1ses caution in making generalizations
in this regard statlng that "Although the relations between ability, soc1a1
class and educational pertormance are known 1q broad terms they have not
yet been prec1sely worked out", and that "We eVidently need a thorough

1nvest19at10n of the relatlonships between these three variables throughout

the whole range of each". N

'

Further support for the p01nt of v1ew that the disparity of test
1performance between children of the upper and &ower soc1oeconomic levels is

due not merely to dlfference 1n 1ntelligence but to a large extent to soc1a1

!

.:forces ‘is found in an artlcle by Marshall (1953) reprinted by Halsey et al

‘(1961) from which the following extract is taken'n<

IR '~That there is a. greater preponderance of werking class-'v"

R - 'children 1n modern schools ‘today . is a‘fact which no.one. I
. is likely to dispute ... Messrs. Halsey and Gardiner 1'4‘3*, -'\7’.’5

! .praduce evidencé to ‘show" that, in the London areas thgy o

) jied, this ‘uneven: distribution could not be .o

buted. sole1y~to ‘the 1ntelligence ‘of the. children,i-

Just be to a large part the result of social -

s. When, ‘for instance, comparison was made of -

> qroups with. the same . mean 1.Q., one of which - . e

k been assigned.to a grammar. ‘school and the other to]-” SRR e

frodern school, it-was found that the mfddle classes .. - = 1.

ere heavily over-represerted and the working. classes,»p_ﬁ“ SRR

pspecially the unskilled families, heav1ly dﬁger— - '

frepresented in. the grammar school. group, It isalso - /- -

f;nterestxng that of working class- chrldren dn grammar ,..-T~

Fschools . in the: areas studied . 65% - came from small '

I families with one ‘or ‘two children and 37% from 1arger LRI

P families with three or more. Among working class fﬂ : ,i]’,uf S

{ children in modern schools, the proportions were. almost B R

Vf'exactly the reverse, and.among- middle class’ children -

©there was no- s1gn1f1cant relation between type of i

. school and Size of family.‘ No known correlation
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-hetween .fertility and 1nte111gence could p0551bly
explain this, and it is clear that powerful social -
forces are at work (p. 1305). f ‘ - ‘ » , “

Dav1s (1949) also reported hls f1nd1ngs ‘in hls study carrled out in

1946 a10ng w1th Hav1ghurst at the Un1versrty of Chlcago to examlne the

-soc1al class cultural 1nf1uence upon the responses of puplls to intelllgence .

"-tests of mental act1v1t1es, whlch unllke the then ex1st1ng group tests‘

w1ll not be llmlted to predlctlon of smmply those act1v1t1es eSsentlal to

‘success in learnlng the ex1st1ng school currlcula" He stated that the

narrow scope of the tests penallzed‘most heaV1Iy th% puplls of the lower

]

soc1oeconom1c groupS, because those groups had the least tralnlng and

motlvatlon to solve academlc problems. :
The research he c1ted was" planned to cover flve years. The progect

’1ncluded (l) ‘an 1tem analy51s bf the reSponses of two soc1oe¢onomic groups

H p..‘

of puplls to ten group tests of 1ntelllgence, (2) an exploratory study of

y i

vproblem-solv1ng act1v1t1es in two soc1oeconomlc groups, (3) an experlmental

study of the effect of practlce, motlvatlon, 1tem—content and-1tem~symbols “'%
upon the paper and penc1l responses of . two soc10econom1c groups, (4) experl—

'_Jmental studles of learnlng of laboratory problems by two soc10economlc

(3

L

groups, (5) the constructlon of new 1ndiv1dua1 and group tests of general

Al

problem-solv1ng behaV1or., B ¥ SRR }--',';}jll; . 'dd‘lf;:' o ,;ff»r'phtslf’
ﬂe further explalned that the flrst step 1n the research was to

. ..,_ﬁ

";jmeasure the relatlve success attalned by dlfferent soczoeconomlc groups of

. puplls on the spec1£¢c’ﬁ3estlons (1tems) in ten of the most w1dely used grouj

e R
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tests of general intelligence in order to identify those items which
proved relatively easy or difficult for pupils of-each socioeconomic
stratum in the population in a midwestern city. -All the children of

ages 9, lO 13 and 14 were listed, and they were classified according
A ' L /
to socioeconomic status ' R \ - / :
The results showed that a large proportion of the 1tems in: each of

the tests discriminated between. children from the highest and lowest

-

socioeconomic levels,'the range of difference being 46% 00%, although

-

,the tests were standardized for grades (and therefore for age groups) :
/ ’ / .

‘Jo‘ .

' which are lower than the mean grade-placement and meah age of the testees,
v e L

so that many of the items would be easy- for the sam le and thus would not.

allow the higher socioeconomic‘group to demOnstrat its superiority over-

the 10wer in this type of’problem.., Since there wFs such a Wlde variation
- [ N .

-

in the amount of difference between the high and Tow soc1oeconom1c groups,
'depending on what test was used he concluded that at least part Of the

- difference must be due to the nature of the material in the tests themselves.'-

h

DaVies went on to state the limitations of group tests for assessing
"the abilities of children drawn from different cultural backgrounds ow1ng
“to their differences in their upbringing, motivation, experience.and;; a;
_Tpatterns and development‘of speech He argued that- ~'-g%d ) o -_:

If intelligence tests -are’ to be used,’ for. example,
in:public school systems in,a democracy, 1t is:
-absolutely essential that such tests shopld be -
'lgood ‘measures of mental behaVior in all - arge
‘ethnic, racial and. soc10economic groups., ~In;
fmost of our schools, several dlfferent cultural

,/

AT
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-
»4roupsﬁattend,the same classes. To begin w1th

then, the maker of an 1.Q. test has to set himself

the task of devising a measure which is applicable .
to a wide range of socioeconomic groups (p. 106). !

He pointed out further the cultural bias of the standard tests in that

A,

their content and language are more appropriate for aSSessing-the abilities

of the'higher and middle soeioeconomic groups, but thatdthey couid not

'satlsfactorlly measure ab111ty in the higher and lower 3001oeconomlc groups

2

seelng that theydo not use problems whlch are equally famlllar and.

motivating to all such groups.

A similar point of view was erressed'by‘Biesheuval {1949) who in’

settlng out the problems of 1nter-rac1alé§tdhp testlng stated

:‘N

Allowance is generally made for the effect of *
;schoollng on test performance by ellmlnatlng tests
for which such scholastic skills as reading, writing
and arithmetic are requxred. As schoollng also
improves familiarity with pictorial representatlon,'
the use of pencil and paper, the perceptlon of
abstract relatlons, manipulative skills and habits
_of .work and attention, the control of the ¢
edicational factors cannot be achieved merely by = = . .
ch0051ng tests without an obvious scholastic content . ‘
_The extensive control of the: ‘educational factors
which appears to, be desirable. ‘cannot, however, be . .
achieved, unlegs) the two, races to be compared share / ‘
a common’ culture or one has thoroughly a851m11ated e
the culture of the other - and enjoys equallty of o
Aopportunlty with it (p' 58). .. ) _ e

In ‘a pioneering study of adopted chlldren and théir“a??ptlve and '

natural parents, Skodak and Skeels (1949) reported greater correlatlons of

‘chlldren s I. Q s Wlth thelr natural than thh thelr adoptlve parents I Q S.
"-Thls result has been often mlsunderstood to mean that the chlldren s levels

 of 1ntelllgence more cloSely resembled thelr natural parents'} whlch 1s

T

w RS
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completely false. .Although the rank order of the children's I-Q.s.-
resembled that of their mothers IxQ. s, the chlldren s I Q S were hlgher,'

being dls rlbut d, like those of the adoptlve parents, around a mean'

v

above lOO, wh eas their natural mother s I.Q.s averaged-only 85. The

children, in fact, averaged‘21\1;Q. points higher than their natural

‘mothers.  The unexpected boost in I.Q. was presumably due to the better

social'environments provided.by the adoptive families.

More recently several other workers, like Fraser (1959), Bernstein

(1958, 1961), Vernon (1961 1965) who, among others Ttudred varlous"

aspects of the effect of cultural factors on test performance, have'arrived.

‘at cdnclusions supporting the~previous findings. Fraser (1959) in a study

of a- sample of 12 year old chlldren in the 01ty of Aberdeen attempted to

assess the extent to which factors in the.home,env1ronment other-than"

' :

intelligence affected the progress offohildren\at schoolr\i'Among'het h~"

-findings was that three of the factors most closely related to achievenent"_
. T . E A S T R

. of those .investigated were parents"attitude‘to educatiOn_and future

employment; parents' incomei'and anount‘of space'in-the home.' She found

s

The correlatron of a summatlon score for those varlables w1th I Q was .69

and .75 w1th achlevement

Bernsteln (1958) p01nted out the llmrtatxons of soc1al orlgln ‘on.

r

.,are tw0u11ngu1st1c.codes, the‘fformal' and the puhlic'; and that middle

class Chlldren learn both Whlle 1ower class chlldren use only the public -l

! .‘_ ARRRPR R B

-

51gn1f1cant corrélatlons bgtWeen I. Q., achlevement and all three variables.i,l‘

t.perceptlon and in a later artlcle (1961) postulated the theory that there_“”:‘
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_ code with' all 1ts varlous defects, hence the latter.are always at a.
_dlsadvantage in the school 51tuat10n owing to the language handlcap 'In .
a further study (1962) he obtained speechjsamples of middle and’ worklng
class groups and examlned as well as analyzed ‘the he51tat10n phenomena
from a discussion situation,.in order to find the overall soclal class

®

"“dlfferences - He found that the worklng class group used a shorter mean
phrase length,.spent less tlme paus1ng, and used a shorter word length
| When non-verbal - 1ntelllgence was held constant he found soc1al class - |
dlfferences 1n the same dlrectlon. Holdlng verbal and/ non-verbal
ulntelllgence constant ‘the same soc1al class dlfferences wereifound w1th
the exceptlon of word length/ He also found that w1th1n the mlddle class
~f group, the subgroup Wlth superlor verbal 1ntelllgenCe used a longer mean
phrase length whlle wzthln the worklng class group, the subgroup w1th
" the average I. Q proflle spent less time pau31ng . These flndlngs supported
l>,hls earller two-code language theory and the consequentlal differences 1“,“‘::*
. _verbal plannlng orlentatlon of chlldren trom the mlddle and lower classes.;
, Lurla and Yudov1ch s ‘account (1959) of the 1dentica1 twrns who pf:;””“

suffered exceptlonal deprlvatlon of oral language stlmulus and the suhsequent ;

b

'”greater acceleratlon of speech and 1nte legtual ablllty on' the part of the

"trengthens the ev1dence for good
language experlenCe be1ng an 1mportant rmlnlng factor of optlmum ;:;
1ntellectual development. The relatlonship of this quallty of experience

-

to soc10econom1c background ‘as Bernsteln shows, is qulte evident

.-, ,‘ ‘e,



H
study by Ravenette ‘and Kahn‘(l96é) carrled out to compare the ~:»
verbalA::;\;Z;Tormance I. Q s of chlldren w1th1n a d1sturbed worklng class
'»populatlon also substantlated Bernsteln,s findlngs that w1th 1ncrea51ng‘
© age, worklng class chlldren tend to fall further and further behlnd
In another Study to examlne the soc1al class dlfferentlals injﬂ

)

»vocabulary of worklng class and mlddle class chlldren at two age levels,_

9% - 10% years and 13% - 145 years, schools were selected in which the 1'\
majority* of{chxldren came from elther worklng class or middle class back-
grounds, and the sons‘of skllled manual labourers or artlsans were'v;'”'
_~e11mxnated., The younger boys were glven the non-verbal colored progressive f
matrlces test\and the older ones the standard procre551ve matrices.‘fdror ‘;jlt
.vocab\"y assessment, the self Judging Vocabulary Scale (S J. Scale) &
devised by Helm -and Watts (1961) was used ” It was found that the worklng e
bclass chlldren s VOCabulary at age lo‘was on the average two;thirds of that f
-'of thelr mlddle class peers decllnlng to just over one-half by the age of
i':l4 years. .In general the flndings supported the vxew that working class fi.
"boys who remaln w1th1n a worklng class environment tena to lose further -
‘ground 1n vocabulary express1on betwéen the age of 10 to 14 years,__':f

t:. Vernon (1961) p01nted Out that the poor test performance of those

4 . '

: Jamalcan chlldren who are handlcapped by physical socioeconOmic as. well as 5'f7

1\'educatlona1 ‘and"’ cultural factors, may be equally due to hereditary as to

x -

.env1ronmental factors. " He disagreed with the views of Burt and Burke based

,'on thelr studles 1n England and America that at least 80% of the difference

e‘_ . —



in. lntelllgence can- be attributed to hereditary factors and 20% to

=

env1ronment, and he cited in suoport oF hlS contention the oplnion of

AMedamar (1960) that heredlty and. env1ronment 1nteract with one another
/ )
from Conceptlon onwards in so complex and varlable fashion that 1t is-

o 1mposs1ble to disentangle them - In order to . eliminate or mlnimize the :
1nequa11t1es of test performance at the secondary school selection
examinatlon due to differences in home background upbring1ng, and other |
socxal and env1ronmenta1 factors, Vernon posed the following questlon- )"
"Cannot a better selection be made by uslng suitable 1nte111gence tests -
and relying less on attalnment whlch largely reflects previous upbringing

and train1ng°". ; Tb thlS he stated

T have- shown in Chapter 3 that. thlS dichotomy 15 to'~;;3t;x~ﬁ\ 2y

Ta. Con51derable extent fallacious, and that ' the - REERF TR
further one tries to get away. from’ tests that’ are e

© culturally: conditioned the less accurate. they L

_‘become as predictors of future educability (p. 61)7,f

He developed the argument further by pointing out that the tests used at the“lj :

: ‘ ' S SRR

. t1me in Jamalca are defective mainly because they were geared to a- much J;fr;;;'

hlgher and more sophlstlcated level of 1ntelligence and educational devel -

ment than lS to be expected of Jamaacan eleven year old Dupils. The tests

he further stated were "Too hlghly Speeded and too frightening except to

chlldren who had recelved very much coaching" ' He therefore concluded

that the answer to the problem was to devise tests locally which give the

thls does not mean that they can ever completely eliminate environmental

o unsophisticated country pupil for example, a somewhat better chance.-.fBut;y:a‘iih
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differences..
In alreport*of a continuing longitudinal study of over S5, OOO children o
in Scotland and Wales, Douglas (1964) studied the following yariables-:

”parents"interest, parental encouragement, and the educational ambition of

: uthe parents for the Chlld _ He found that the attitude of children to theirllJ

school work is deeply affected by the degree of encouragement their parents R

2

_give them and this in turn has a p051t1ve effect on achievement._urthe,‘

.middle class children are. less 1nfluencedtby their parents'"attitudes than

-'the manual workrng class children are, and tend to work hard even when their'fr )

. e

2,parents appear to 1ack 1nterest Douglas states this maggteflect the high :

‘educational aspirations of the nelqhbourinq middle class families from which'{::'
:they draw thelr friends.,; ;‘»;f'_{jf“',:f ‘fﬂ;_;f”r*"}l ;.fl R
: . ' . T SRR AR N . . e .

Schmidt (1966), 1n a cross—cultural setting 1n South Africa; where
: children enter school at Various chronolog cal ages, hés found that

:hperformance on the Ravens was 1nf1uenced, not by chronological age per se,

- but the number of years of schooling ' Among the environmental variables, ‘.,pf;'*

. then, schooling was the all-powerful agent in determining I Q .and achievement

‘;:and SES fades 1nto in31gn1f1cance In the same study Schmidt went on to add,?fftf

ffthat "The attitude of the whole community towards schooling, and how thls

. 'i[attrtude affects the puplls, as: well as the congruence, or Iack ‘of it,'3;rf’*5

o between the experiences of the child in" the home and the school, are crucial ey

‘.f_{ Wolf (1966) dev1sed a questionnaire that attempts to Iook at differencesff?'?

220 SN
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that may exist Wlth various sub—populations. He constructed a test that

‘ 1ooked at parental interests and aspirations regarding the schooling of

P

, HlS major flndlng showed a correlation of .69 between parental attitude ‘{""'

 their children. Achievement test scores and I Q scores were obtained '

L

ﬂfrom school files for 60 flfth graders in the homes selected for study.‘

The - env1ronmental data and the test data were then syitematically related

and I Q This can be contrasted w1th the correlation between SES and

"'measured general 1ntelligence which has been found to lie between 20 and

_env1ronment accounts for over two times as much of the variance 1n general

f “1'..'

'_ mtelllgence as a. measure of sss. Ve

The second major finding in Wolf's w0rk concerns the relatlonship

between parental attitude and the development of academic achievement

. The correlatlon between the two 1s 80 Again this may be contrasted

,:i'\".

.ffound to be of the order of 50 .ifﬂ'f.lgirf' 5“53';

These flndings would suggest that the conception of a single PhY81cal PR

\‘.,

'ff“env1ronment con51st1ng of a number of sub—env1ronments for the devélopment

'—..Jand maintenance of spec1f1c characteristics 1s a powerful one indeed and

¥

“f'iaction process between the 1nd1v1dual and the environment.q.-

Dyer (1967), u51nq Wolf's study as a basis, constructed a similar

',40;': It would. seem that thls newer approach to the measurement.of home 'lfi~ o

i,,'w1th the correlation between SES ‘and. academic achievement which has been -?l;”‘.

flf fully devel°Ped °°U1d greatly enhance our understanding of *hé‘iPtEF"frf‘b"’

".;ifquestionnaire called the Index of Educational Environment in the Hpme (I E E ) o




'5fAmer1can Indlan chlldren 1n grades 1 3 6, 9 and 12 We are concerned

'
Yoo

He admlnlstered ‘this test to parents of 60 children from low and hlgh

'SES groups in two schools in: Trlnldad

&

For the mlddle class group, the correlatlon between achlevement and

SES and between achlevement and I E, E were - .07 and 67 respectlvely

;.'For the low SES groUp, the correlatlons were Ol and 78 l Taken singly
j;then, the I. E E. proved to be a more rellable predlctor of achlevement
'ptthan the measure‘of.SES |

‘l In the report of the Blowden Commlttee on English Prlmary Education.f;;tavf

""(1967) 1t was - reported that the varlatlon 1n the dhildren s sch001

‘e °~- :

'pareltal attltudes rather than by either the varlatlon in’ the material
‘c1rcumstances of parents or by the varlation 1n schools._r This effect ’
7»1ncreases -as the Chlld grows older._ The report Went on to comment that

f;:f"The fact that attltudes play so large a part is hopeful, ‘since it is’at

flndlngs have thus found general acceptance. S

In the highly 1nformat1ve and ma391ve report on Equality of

o Educatlonal Opportunlty by Coleman, et al (1966), over 600 000 chlldren ;

e -of low and. }ugh ses Whlte,_Black, ‘Puerto Rican, uexican American and

“}ffhere wlth that part of the study that deals specifically‘with the effects

;-,'of env1ronment on achlevement.. In the report, environment refers to s(:hoc:l"~

'-achlevement and I. O. 1s spec1f1Cally accounted for by the varlatlon in >3fgt"‘5n

N ileast p0551b1e that attltudes may be open to persuas;on“ "’yolf-and Dyer,s'j o

7fand 4; 000 schools were 1nvestlgated The sample included a cross-section Tffpl;f}}




environment. Llsted below is a summary of the major flndings. L

t

l.f ' The’ achlevement of low SES children depends more on the schools
'they attend than does the adhievement of mlddle SES chlldren. . For example,
20 per cent of the achievement of Negroes in the South is assoclated with
J7the partlcular schools they go to compared w1th only 10 per cent of thei
?achlévement of Whltes 1n the South o In effect, middle SES pupils are less
.waffected one way or the other by the quallty of their schools than are low .
hﬁsES puplls.‘7 Thls 1nd1cates that 1t is for the most dlsadvantaged chlldren_f

that lmprovements ‘in school quality w111 make the most dlfference.‘_;~"

-2} Pup11 achievement 1s strongly related to the educational back-ei

grounds and aSPlratlons of the other students 1n the school Analysis'"fhi R

_‘nlndlcates that chlldren from a glven famxly background, when put 1n schoolsf.f'

'aof dlfferent soc1al composition, will achieve at qulte different levels.a s

".Thls effect 1s agaln less for mlddle SES pupils than for low SES puplls.'vftff.iti-"'*

t; In other words, 1f a mlddle SES pup11 from a home that 1s strongly and
viz;effectively supportlve of educatlon is put in a schbol where most pupils do{fh-*ﬂ
flinot come from such homes hlS achlevement w1ll be llttle different than if o]

4

v'fhe were 1n a school compOsed of others like him But, if a: low SES pupil’_;‘:

~""7.',"from a home w1thout much educational strength 1s put with schoolmates w1th,.‘

e jstrong educational backgrounds, hlS achievement 1s likely to increasa-,.l 3

(’]};fSES chlldren dlffer 1S in the comp051tion of their Shide‘

I" : -~»,,

o Thls general result has 1mportant 1mplications.”_ The report showp

:__~that the prlncipal way 1n which the school environments of low and middle

' bodies, and it
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turns out ‘that the comp051tion of the student bodies has a strong ( 80) o

.correlatlon to the achievement of. low SES students _

3. f The amount of’varlation in achlevement that school

\

‘;characterlstlcs accounts for depends much morevon the peoPle atbthe School _L
:ﬂother students and teachers - than on fac;lities and curricula ,:iihé'.
3hspec1fic characteristics that showed the strongest relatlon to achievement n
were. the educat1°nal beCksrounds and educational asplrations.of other { L‘H"'\
students at the school and to a smaller extent; the backgrounds and
~:“ach1evement of teachers The educatlonal backgrounds and asplrations of
‘L"fellow students appear to provlde a- fac111tat1ng or amplifying effect on thelfif
2‘ach1evement of a student 1ndependent of hlS background.h This being the h?;if<
'_fcase,_schools ln 1ow SES areas heginnlng at an educationally impoverished 'Jt"
' level w1ll tend to remain at that’ level i?f';fi_tfii!i;f%:fig’lf};f‘“’*'
| "l4?ﬁd.:A pupll attltude”factor which appears to have a stronger‘

“m;relationshlp to achlevement than do all the school factors together, is the )

G

‘ 7>;iextent to which an in||v1dua1 feels ‘that he has some control over his - ‘j?dﬁ}

hf?destiny (Locus of Control) The responses of pupils in the survav-show

o fconv1ction.,

dh'jthat 1ow SFS puplls have far less conviction than middle SES children that

‘,they can affect thelr own envxronment and futures.i When they do, hOWever,‘jW?”

1ethe1r achieVement 1s higher than that of middle SES Students who lack that Tf?‘

‘l\"'

ThlS characteristic for %he low SES studentaaappeara to be"elated f

“to the proportion of middle SES studants in the school't
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greater sense of control. ThlS flndlng suggests that the dlrectron such

an attltude takes may be assoc1ated Wlth the- pup11 s sthool experlence

Bulldlng upon the work of WOlf (1966), 1nvest1gators at the Arlzona

N

Center for Early Chlldhood Educatlon have sought to determlnr ‘the 5"'

- appllcabllrty of such varlables to populatlons of young m1nor1ty group -

chlldren in the Amerlcan Southwest. \ In the flrst of these investlgataons‘
by Henderson and Merrltt (1968), 1t was demonstrated that a modlfxcatlon

of the wOlf scale could dlscrlmlnate clearly between hrgher and lower

performlng Mex1can-Amer1can chrldren. ' A follow—up 1nvestlgatlon by

Henderson (1969), demonstrated that e env1ronmental process varlables that}7'

X

had been obtalned when the subjects ehtered flrst grade predlcted reading

.

- achlevement on the Callfornra Readlng Test. at the end of the thlrd grade

Lo

each of the nlne envrronment varlables measured These and 51m11ar

1nvest1gatlon§€ﬂcarber [ 'al 1969) provxde ev1dence that env1ronmental

characterlstlcs are r‘ ated to achlevement.__ '

N In the MllwaUkee’ProjeCt' Heber (1971): Prov1des 1nterest1ng data from i

early 1ntervent10n programs The prOJect worked with ghetto children

".whose mothers' I s were less than 70 intervention began soon after the ;J{,.
“'Chlldren were born Over a four year period Heber intensively tutored

the chlldren for several hours every day and produced an enormous I Q

dlfference between the experlmental group (mean 1. 0. of 127) and a oontrol

group (mean I Q of 90)

Garc1a (1972) loq'!d at the egalitarian structure of the Israeli
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?

'klbbutz and the d1ver51ty of cultural background among 1ts members.; He

found that ~\>§ide tHe kibbutz in_Israel} Jewish’childrenvof EUropean‘
il Q of 105 while a mean I %f-children_of'first
L s is only 85. However, when childrenvof.both7

4 kibbutz nursery, after four years, they achieve

,ah I. O scores =~ 115 points.- Garcia is cautious 3
jthe Oriental home 1nh1b1ts 1ntellect, or that the kéi »
Z?ulates it. ' He says it'is far likelier that the Qriental

T“héme.dé, ffacets of 1ntellect that are 1nv1$ible to I Q tests,-while “¥ u

f.'es a child test w1se. u‘fl'h[d : *'.hg!_

- a srgnlficant extent, HS the Chlld s exposure to Anglo culture.3_ A sample &

a d 339 Blacks (the total population of three segregated

v

mihorityfsch{: >37;re used 1n her study Each Black and Chicano child B

""fwas°giVeh' from zero to five, depending on the number of characteristics

B

7"that hlS family shared w1th the average Anglo family in the same’ community

e The five characteristics were-"'~31““

‘clf;_‘ifewer than three children,f.' ' L ' g
”dffé.jt_ the mother expected the child to get some college education;

:,3;,~:'the father grew up in a city and completed at least the ninth

e
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.~ is buying their home;
5. English is spken most or all of the time.

- If the Chlld s famlly matched the Anglo model on all f1ve p01nts, “the, Chlld

had a score. of five. If hlS famlly matched ‘on one point, he had a score 9 -

'of:one.
The average I. Q for all the Chlcano chlldren was 90 4, some ten o _

r.p01nts below the mean for Anglo chlldren. But when the Chlcano chlldren

were d1v1ded into: thelr flve groups, the average I Q of each group differed

_51gn1f1cantly -:c ( e
;l}' " The 127. chlldren who were farthest from the Anglo m1dd1e~¢lass_f'
fpattern - those who had no matchlng background characteristlcs i
‘or only one - had an average I. Q of 84 5 o
'iée . The 272 chlldren w1th two or three matchlng.characterlsties had S
an average I Qy of 88 5. . ERE "v"f["-.; o . "}ﬂ'ffﬁ

3. ‘The»l74 chlldren w;th;fourﬂmatching:pointswhad,ahfaverage of i
‘[%4; igThe 25 children whose fam111es matched the average Whlte famlly
o w

;ﬂ‘on all f1ve p01nts had a mean I. Q of 104 4 - slightly higher

than the Anglo average.r‘;\‘if‘1:,jkfjg'{“;d:
"_Slmllar results were found for Blachichlldren.f. Before controlllng

4

ffor background thexr average I O was 90 The ghlldren whose families

= ]were least like the average Anglo family had an average I Q of 8257 1But;a L

.n:fthose whose famllies matched the Anglo pattern best had an average I Q of

f3199 5, exactly at the nat10na1 norm for thef?egikfabv
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From Mercerds study it would appear that when you control for the

. social-backgrounds"Of-the children, there are no differenceS'in :

A

1nte111gence between the Anglos and the Blacks, or betWeen tbe Anglos and -
the)Chlcanos o v )

‘Vernon (1973) tested grade 5 students from both mlddle and 1ower
":class schools on a varnety of tests encompasslng both level I and II
:abllltles He found ‘highly slgnlflcant dlfferences in level II tests
between the two groups and no 31gn1f1cant difference on. level,I tests.
However, no 51gn1f1cant difference was fpund between the two groups -on Raven
Matrlées which" Jensen 51ng1es out as a good 1evel II test . He concluded
“that Jensen s more general polnts regardlng class d1fferences on- dlfferent
fvtypes of ablllty tended to be conflrmed though he felt 1t unlikely that -
'as5001at1ve learnlng 1s a suff1c1ently broad or stable factor to be of any f
great, 1mportance educatlonally or soc1ally.; Some of Jensen s more detailed
hypotheses, 1mplying 1nteract10n of level I and II ab111t1es were not |
conflrmed at any acceptableq;evel of 51gn1f1cance,yhtﬂ»

Molloy (1973) tested both grades l and 4 students on a varlety of tests“

- to measure dlfferenees between level I and T ab111t1es é When the two

", . . , .

‘grades were con51dered separately, only the gra@g l results confirmed the
- hypothesm» that, hlqh sss chlldren w111 be tnore proficiem; on level II tasks. R

"ITth was not the case for grade 4 students since, with the exceptron of the ;;?7
R _ D . ’

dol

";culturally loaded PPVT, SES d1fferences on level I measured were not Apparent. hf.

';Molloy concluded that Wlthln a relatively homogeneous epvxronment, schooling

3

,;exerts a modifylng 1nfluence on cognitive task performance ﬁt:ln the same L
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stud&, Molloy also looked at the correLetions between level I and II

abilities between the two SES groups. ' His results clearly dlsconflrmed
<)

-

th%,predlctlon that.'level -I and level 11 are more closely related 1n the
. ‘ - .

2

high SES ytoups.

~ In this chépterlI haVe'revfewed some of.the televant iesearch dealing
witg the'conCept of,intelligenee'aed tpe natureenurture controversy'that l
strrbunds.itt _ Jensen;s two level theorf.of intelligeﬁcejwaseexamihed and
‘also his assemftien that" 80 per ceet of the Qatiénce'in intelligeece can be -
-attfibhted-to heteeity. Using thlS asSumptlon as a startlng p01nt, Jensen
compdres dlfferent SES groups and concludes that low SES chlldren are
genetlcally 1ess 1ntelllgent than middle and’hlgh SES chlldren." On the
other hand, varlous studies have been clted in whlch some nen—genetlc
;variables dealing’with nutritiona;,SOCioeconomié'aeefcultu;al faetore have
been found to contribute a-signiticant’amount'Of”vatiance tefmeesufed ;
ieteiifgeece,' ‘geme‘of the_more.recent reseafehyseems to ihdicgte‘thet S%S
is‘too broad a conceét Ahé is not aAeﬁfficiéntjindex ef e Child's_heme ;.J
' eﬁvirenment." As a’ result, new. tests are appearlng that attempt to look at_

-jdifferences w1th1n as well as between various samples

'



CHAPTER ‘111
. PROCEDURE AND HYPOTHESES

Descriptions of sampling, tasks and'experimental procedureS'are
presented in this chapter. Also ‘included is a formal statement of- the

' major experimental hypotheses as these relate to subject characteristics.
THE POPULATION

The populatlon from wthh the samples were drawn 1nc1uded students
| from the Edmonton Publlc School System. . All the children were’ male, d;h
‘ between‘the ages 9;0d4110.q, and inAgrade fonr during §h§'£¢$ti“9,PeFiQd-;-
" An initial_guroey‘of thelstddentsringﬁhe'Edmontonnpnhddcischooi;;f
/Swstem waS‘made inhan'attempt-to‘find those SChoolsithat;contained'fairlwf

'equal proportlons of both low and mlddle SES students..' Of the schools o

'v151ted five were chosen as best representlng equal proportlons of low and e

9

middle SES students l The sampllng procedure of perus1ng the students :

cumulatlve records at the flve schools was ‘in accord Wlth the follow1ng

v

gu1de11nes
§ 7The upper cut off p01nt for. the low SES group was set at a ?;;
jBllShen ratlng of 42.6. B | |
2. The lower 11m1t of the mlddle to hlgh SES group was set at a.

Bllshen ratlng of 48 .2
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The follow1ng 1nformatlon was also’ gleaned from the cumulatlve records

(a) Lorde Thorndlke Intelllgence Test score, (b) Readlng Achlevement score :
(Callfornla Achlevement Test), and (c) Mathematlcs.Achlevement score
(Edmonton Public SChdols,Math Achievement Test). |

} After completlon of the survey) two- groups were selected from the two.
extremes of the Bllshen scale representlng low and mlddle to high SES

1

Astudents

The SES status ratlng used in matchlnc.the-two groups was the
4occupatlonal class scale by Bllshen (1961). “ T;e‘scale was constructed
- ;from Canadlan census data and is an occupatlonal ranklng according to.
comblned standard scores for 1ncome‘and years of schoollng. | The varlous
.ccupatlons are ass1gned a. rank value. Appendlx 10 contalns the complete
llstlng of rank order occupatlons ‘ B '

.A comparlson between the Bllshen scaleland the.ratinqs of occupatlonal
«nrestlge ‘in the Unlted States showed a rank correlatlon of 94 (Bllshen, |
‘~1961). _ The. scale has been used extensxvely in. Canada. MacArthur (1969)
deflnes his cross cultural‘samples of chlidren from Esklmo, IndxaneMetis
h and Whlte populatlons on the Bllshen scale, and Das and Chambers (1970)

utlllzed the scale .in thelr Alberta report on soc10econom1c status and -

cognltlve development ‘

Because of the p0551b111ty of amblguous 1nformat10n Ain. the cumulatiVe

reCord cards pertalnlng to the parents Occupatlon, the parents were contacted g;

, .

: by telephone for verlflcatlon and clarlflcatlon. . In the case where both

s

.parents were worklng, the hlgher classiflcation of the two occupatlons was .”

¢ -



recorded.
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The mean ratings for the low .and high SESZgroups were 40.2 and’5§;5.

respectively.

 in SES betweeu the two groups.

according to socioeconomic status is shown in Table 1.

/GROUP DIFFERENCES ON THE BLISHEN SCALE OF SES |

”

TABLE 1
- .

' Analysis of varianoe established7a.significant difference

A summary of the group‘differences

. Low SES
iwesg

High b-:‘S.E‘S. :
N=30

Range of Scores -.

_ Mean

Standard Deviation -

UF(af = 1,58) =119.0 (p

32,0 - 43.6
- 40.2"

4.60 .

.001) S e R

48.2°- 81,2

59.5°

.8.3¢

RN
- ‘Kr(\) .

"~ TESTING CONDITIONS =

In~all cases, testlng was completed at the school 1n which the chlld

fettended.

e

The most frequent space that was allotted for testing was the .a"

school medlcal room, the CounSellor s offzce was used when available, =

Total testlng tlme was approx1mately two hours per student

¢

Because of the v
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\

'similarity of some df.the tests and the time ihvolved"half of‘the teSts

were admlnlstered on- one day and the remalnlng tests on the folloWrng day

v

Table 2 1llustrates the order in whlch t\e tests were admlnlstered

Kl

thether they were group or 1nd1v1dua1 tests, and the approx1mate tlme o

requrred.forﬁcompletlen of,each test.

TABLE 2

.. ORDER IN WHICH TESTS WERE ADMINISTERED

s'.

DAY I.

\'i

1. Maklng X's o o 'érbﬁp,_.V

2. Intellectual Achlevement . --'Gfoup}-f'

'iRespon51b111ty Test
RS S

) 3. Flgure Copylng Test ‘ f‘f i',_ Group:ﬁ-

“”314{ ‘Short Term Memory (Vlsual)?-~' Ind1v1dualv”'

-Test“ ‘ - o S ZXEé .

i

15 in.

15 min. [ -

YRR

5. Short Term Memory. . . ..Individual .

.. (Auditary)’

1

SRR Ravehsicelbred, PR .jm.uf,Iﬁdiviaual‘

- Progressive Matrices

S 7&;ﬂCrosefModa17C6diHQi(CMéii; 7 Individual

'..'. .

Time i?

":“ff‘lo min /per subjectff_

" 30 min./per subject -

T~',‘?bvmiﬁl/per?subiéCﬁ?f'_ i

g;?o,mihgkbg;.subiegﬁ'f}--:-



;vand lasted approxlmately one hour
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As was mentioned earlier in this chapter, the results of the Lorge-

' Thorndike Intelligence Test and Reading and Mathematics,Achievement tests

o

'were taken from the student's.cumulative record. In total repults of

ten tests: were recorded, eight of these dealt Wlth a varlety of cogn1t1ve
abllltles, one measured the students feellng of powerlessness and the :

other attemptedvtoeassess student:motlvatlon..~ A detalled descrlptlon of_

.Ceach of- these tests appears later 1n thls chapter. The elght cognltlve

tests were chosen toe represent a contlnuum of sklllS based on Jensen 's |

-

Level 1 and LevelrII' ablllti,es.c Level I abillty 1nfers puro‘lemory and

is represented by two short term memory tests, one visual and one audltory. _

‘ Level II ablllty 1nfers abstract reasonlng and 1s represented by th: Ravens o

ZColoured Proqressrve Matrlces test The remalnlng f1ve cognitiv testSf’ \ftl'

~vfall somewhere 1nbetween the two extremes of Level I’and 1T abllities. ﬂ}f‘ﬁ

Besrdes the tests that were admlnistered to the students, parents of

.

the students were also tested Ain the study.s Parents were interv1ewed on

.

j‘an Index of Educatlonal Envlronment Scale (I E E ) 1n an attempt to assess

L RN S J

more accurately the type and amount of educatlonal support avallable to the
'students wlthln the home env1ronment._' The parents were also asked to

'f.'complete an Internal External Locus of Control (I-E) test.:ifﬁ.}jf)'h:*

-

Arrangements for 1nterv1ew1ng the parents of the students were made by v

jtelephone; The 1nterv1ew was. conducted 1n the parents home in the eGening

-
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DESCRIPTION AND EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE OF THE TESTS ..

1. "Making’x's‘"l‘gst o . |
'The'uaking(X's Test is:intendedﬁas'an,assessment ofitest¥taking
;i;notlvatlon if It gives an 1ndlcation of the subject s uilllngness to comply
.;wlth instructions in a groﬁp testing situation and to mobilize effort in ::ffiv
»following those 1nstructions for a brlef period.of time. The test |
Linuolves no 1ntellectua1 component, although for young children underbsix ;““
.years of” age it probably 1nvolves some perceptual—motor skllls componentrr‘
7The wide 1ndividual differences among children from 2nd to 6th grade
: '_therefore reflect motlvation and test taking attitudes 1n a group situation,iﬁgir”
‘-'(Jensen, 1970) vf The test‘also serves partly as an 1ndex of classroom S
"uorale,iand it can be entered as a motlvator variable 1nto correlational
~- , : A S . L i et
ﬁ"'<analyses w1th other ablllty and achievement tests.. Children who do very '
bpoorly on thls test are 11kely not to put out their maximum effort on
:hgability tests given 1n a group 51tuation and therefore thelr scores are not
“'ffirlikely to reflect their true level of abilitx Lo .;‘ o |
The Making X s Test conslsts of two parts.l_”dﬁlé;££5:ffhéigfdaénQ;;T 5
lS 51mply‘asked to.make X's 1n a series of squares for a: period of 90 seconds:iﬂli

tasfgIn thlS part the instructor says nothing about speed The children are f}:*: .

erely told o make X'S--h The maximum score on Part I is 150, srnce there ﬂ~§fm"‘

":d»are 150 squares prov&ded in which the Chlld can make x s.f“ After a. 2 minute o




than he dld on’ Part I and to work as rapldly as poss1ble. ; The chrld 1s_

2. ‘ Intellectual Achrevement Respon51b111ty Test (IARJ

‘,of thls varlable determlnes the 1nteract10n of

:‘jf,lKatkovsky and Crandall (1965) constructed the Intellectual Achievement

~52-
" . A

e

*rest perlod ‘the students turn the page of the test bgoklet to Part II

Here the students are 1nstructed to show how much better he can perform

‘agaln grven 90 seconds to make as many X's as he can in the 150 boxes

prov1ded The galn in. score from Part I to Part II reflects both a .

practlce effect and an’ 1ncrease 1n motlvatlon on effort as a result of the

motrvetlng 1nstructions,¢ A copy of the Maklng x's Test 1s contalned 1n ~7ﬂ;‘"‘

h Appendix I.

\

."V .
“w

'"The effects of reward or relnforcement on precedlng behavlor depend

in. part On whether the person percelves the reward as contlngent on hxs own

£

beahv1or or lndependent of rt"i"(Rotter, 1966) wlthout thls bellef the

;actlons and the relnforcement followlng 1t may be perce1ved as fortultous.f?;}iﬁ
NVo;Cromwell (1963) and Rotter (1966) have demonstrated both 1nd1v1dual and

.fgrOup dlfferences on thlsigirlable labelled Loc[s of Control The functlon

n 1ndiv1dual with hlS

;:meanlngful enV1ronment, and 1nfluences.the‘form of hrs generalxzed expectancy
'3.?regard1ng the causal nature'of "Behav1or-outccme sequences" (Rétter, 1966)

".The 1nterna1-external lOCus of control (I-E) 1s closely related to a person e
‘flyawareness of.success and fallure and hls reactxon to‘these. } Inabllity to f_ff:;

"1conceptua11ze fallure co-exists w1th external control (Cromwell 1963)

The I—E scales devxeed by Rotter were constructed for adults. Crandall,;;



;RespOnsibilityA(IAR)‘Questionnaire~speeifically'aimed'at'asseSSing'childrenls/*4
: = . rﬁ « ' T
bellefs in relnforcement responsxblllty exc1u51ve1y in 1ntellectual—academ1c ;

achlevement‘51tuat10ns. ' Unllke the I—E scale, the IAR scale/ﬁa;/constructed .

//

‘ to sample an equal number of posgtlve and negatlve eVents. ’ The authors felt

B
that the. dynamlcs operatlve 1n assuming credlt for causing good thlngs to

happen mlght be very deferent from those operatlve 1n acceptlng blame for

unpleasant consequences. - Thus, the IAR was 80" constructed that, ln addltion
' ‘ o < o w . : s
1 to a total I (1nterna1 or sel?T\respon31b111ty score, separate subscores’;'f

could be obtalned for bellefs 1n 1nterna1 responsxblllty for suocesses (I+ :

"score) and for fallures (I- score) 'Wvui'

~.e.'

LU DR S
_ The Chlldren s IAR Scale 1s ccmposed of 34 fOrced-ch01ce ltems.;4iEach;u

hzltem stem descrlbes elther a pos1t1ve or a. negatlve achleVement experlence o
nwhlch routlnelyvoccurs ln.dhlldren 'S dallv 11ves., .This seg%ence is Lo
hfollowed by one alternatlve statlng that the event was caused by the chlld |
l:and another statrng that the event occurred becahse of someone else in the f
:.Chlld s’ 1mmed1ate env1ronment“; The 1tems(along with the admlnlstratxve |
1e1nstruct1ons are presented 1nbAppend1x 2.,  Internal alternat;ves are
:’dfqde51gnated by an I f Posrtlve event 1tems are lndicated by a. plus sxgn,.::f;ffﬁ
';vfand negatlve events hy‘a mlnus srgn following the I.» A chlld's I+ score ivi;fj;

| i“ls obtalned by summlng all posltlve events for whlch he assumes credit,vand

- --*'r : R
i ,hzs I- score ls thé total of all negative events for wh;ch he assumes bl me .

'fnls total I sc0re 1s the sum of hls I+ and his I- subscores.~ -;;;‘f

The rellablllty of the chlldren 8 IAR responses over tlme is mederately

'~;h19h = Forty seven of the chlldren 1n grades 3, 4 and 5 were given the test
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a second time after a 2<month interva} for these chlldren, the tes%;

“retest ‘correlations were’ .69 for total I 66 for I+ and 74 for I- (crandall

et al., 1966) .

-3, v?igure.Copyinngest'

§ -

ThlS test was developed at. the Gesell Instltute of Chlld Study at.Yale

'Un1versrty (bx Ilg and Ames, 1964) as a means for measurlng developmental

_readlness for the trad;tlonal school learnxng tasks of the prlmary grades. :
‘ N . n
The test con51sts of 10 geometrlc forms, arranged in order of dlfflculty,4

‘whrch the child must s1mply copy., The test involves no’ memory factor, sincezl

Z-|

‘t the flgure to be copled 1s before the Chlld at all t1mes.:¢ The test xs a:*

\\

admlnlstered w1thout t1me llmlt. <\\"It 1s best regarded as a develcpmental

N

' *ﬂ?scale of mental ablllty It correlates substantlally thh other I Q tests,; 5*5

utbut 1t may be- regarded as con51derab1y less culturally loaded than the usual ,{]h”

- dI Q test., It 1s not prlmarlly a- measure of perceptual-motcr'abillty but of;}M1

7v3cogn1t1ve development (Jensen, 1970) v
'.‘ . % , : s - ~
o ‘j Each of the ten flgures are 5cored on a three~point scale 901ng from

P v' - e .‘/_ . \._\

"_zero to two f, A score of zero 1s glven 1f the ch;ld's attempted drawing

PRSI

‘;?,totally falls to resemble the model. A score of one is glven 1f there is

ﬁ,farr resemblance to, the model - the flgure need not be perfect but it must beﬂf_f?

.-?trecognlzable as’ the flgure Wthh the Chlld attempted to copy ”score of

R o : : . ‘
E ‘two 1s glven for an attempt Wthh dupllcates the flgure in all 1ts essential

¢

[ ' R

characterlstlcs e
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A cbpy of the test and admlnlstratlve 1nstructlons are. presented in

’Appendlx 3

<

4. 'visual Short-Term Memory (STMV)

' This test was- used as a bas1c measure of Jensen s Level I ab111ty
Dlglts have been the most wldely used stlmulus materlal in studylng rote

: serlal learnlng Ine the current 1nVEStagation, dlglts were presented in

i ' A

a sxmple matrlx prOJected onto a screen by a sllde pr03ector.; Each matrix
has 5 dlglts presented at once.{' Flgure III 1s a sample iteg as seen by

Athe subjects. The subJect was' asked to look at the matrlx for 5 seconds, ;‘

*‘-after whlch 1t dlsappeared from the screen. 3 Responses were then written

: '

"On Empty sheets resembling the matrlx.: Twenty sets of 5 dlgits were

i"presented Scorlng cons1sted of tabulatlng the number of dlglts correctly

'v

A

*;placed 1n each square : The 1nstructxons for STMV and the dlglts are

fpresented 1n Appendlx 4 fo';iyl

,~/‘. -

{.'S,w__»Auditorydéhort-Term'Memoth(STMAiv’;: 'tf?ff;‘*if-i’; o j"’f-gﬂflfn'i'

The test used to measure audltory short term memory was adopted from j::::]f

biﬁ;saddeley (1966) who presented housewives with a series of five words which thej‘?i

o fadult subjects were requlred to recall lmmedlately by writlng the sequence ‘e

Kl . . - . l

E

7‘.; on a sheet of paQer.‘ He used two groups of subjects.. One group of ;f'ui;fth

: 5{subjects in condltlon A recelved twenty—four sequences of words, twelve };.;hff,fﬂ




SRR A SAMPLE srmuws MTRD( USED ™ THE
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. sequences were acoustically~similar.in sound, twelve'sequences'were different
in sound; The other group of- sub]ects in condltlon B also recelved twenty—
four sequenCes, twleve whlch had words of s1m11ar meanlng, twelve c0ntrol -

wordS'with»different meanlngSa All the sequences were drawn at random from .

: four groups of e1ght words, one llst of words for each condltion, w1th the

—_ . : L [

constralnt that a word could not appear twice in any sequence.

A s1m11ar procedure to Biddeley s was used in. the current lnvestlgatlon
but w1th modlflcatlon for ag/ ﬁlfference sxnce Baddeley used adults. f.The”‘

words chosen were all Wlthln the normal vocabulary range of grade 4 students.
/

To ensure that each subject knew each of the words, he was asked to define B

i:

each word before the experlmental task. The words from Wthh the sequence

: were randomly drawn are 1nc1uded 1n Appendix S along w1th the random order off

r

the word sequence and 1lst presentatlon. - Admlnlstrative 1nstruct10ns for '

. ®
o i

the test also appear 1n Appendlx 5 o ‘7 . _‘:" ‘ ':'-5';ﬁ'
The method of recall was spoken rather than wrrtten because the act of R

wrltlng could POSSlbly reduce retent1on.-: Responses were recorded on'a tape»_f"“

- recorder for later scorlng The method of scorlnq con81sted of countlng asl“gf

correct only those words that aPpeared in the same serlal posxﬂion as theif?*w'ﬂff

c stlmulus word _'- S -75,-"u”'ti,,‘ O l;'fff?‘ o [‘7..‘f7‘;'f;f.'v<ff:7ff L

6. ﬂdkaven’s3Coiored_ProgressiVe:Matrices'(hCPM)f;'”

.\'

Thls test was used as a basxc measure of Jensen 5. LeVel II ability

7

: f‘}, The test was developed in 1938 as a culture-fair test and consxsts of a series
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A SAMPLE ITEM FROM THE RAVEN s COLORED PROGRESSIVE BE R
 MATRICES (RCPM)’ L T e T
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Aof colored pattérnsg each with a missing piece.  An example of the RCPM

rs.ehomn,;n Fiuure 4; The subject is to ehoose the.piece that finishes
the pattern from'alternatives presented. The test is-nen-verbal'in‘that-
reading or language islnet tested directly.. It wes.devised to load_heaVily
on the g factor, in theHEbearman,sense. Accerding.to the‘manuel, the test's /

reiiability is close to .90. The correlation between the RCPM and other /

)

-

intelligence tests is . quite h;gh.' For. 70 chlldren ages 9-2 to lO 1, the

o

correlation W1th the Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren (WISC) was .75,

Y

for the total score, .69 for the verbal seore, and ,70.for the performance

score (Barratt 1956)

The RCPM is d1v1ﬂed 1nto three subgroups each contalnlng 12 1tems, € ch
1tem becomlng progress1vely more complex - The total maximum score is 36.

The. administfative instructions for the RCPM are presented in Appendix‘

7. Cross—MQdai Coding.(CMC)

This task was adapted from Craviots,UCabna and Birch (1967).- They
’ have used ' 1t on rural Mexlcan children who were suspected to have cognltlve
deficit due to malnutrition. . The task cons1sts of asklng the childa to 11sten 'A'

[

to a baJtern of penc1l taps on a table, and recognlze the pattern v1sually
In the v1sua1 form, the temporal separat1on is repreSented spatlally

. " Although there is’ little agreement on the nature and number of specxflc_htu,,

‘cpgn1t1Ve,sk1;Is whrch dlfferentiate the,average‘from'theﬂculturally;deprivedr:

H < . . o o ° . : . . “*
» . . - . .
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child;hal@ost all available research agrees that these chi;dren typicaliy
differ in information processing; This inciudes‘three sta&es - encoding} B
storage and retrieval of information. O'Connor and HermelinA(1963) found
that the‘cuIturally-deprivéd child isldeticient in cr%ss—nodalJCOding-—‘
transformation and recail of information in»one_node (e.g.;,yisual)'when
' the‘stinuli have heen‘presented inha different mode (e;g., auditoryi,-
In the current study,‘a standardlzed testing proceduré was accompllshed
. : on
by tape recordlng the taps S0 that all that the examlner h'f to do was to.
turn on, the tape recorder and present”v1sual stimuli’ which were on cards at
~the proper‘time. A total of thrrty audltory patterns were presented‘to
each subJect and‘the posxtlon of the correct response ‘on the recognltlon

stimuli card.was.randomly ass;gned to;each of the thlrty test items. The'

auditory'and visual stimuii are'shown in Figure V.

Scoring for CMC consists of totalllng the conrect number of reSponses,_ﬁ'

giving a max1mum score of 30. Admlnlstrative 1nstruct16ns are presented ‘in o
Appendix 7.
< B. Index of Educational Environment Scale (I}E.Eﬁ)fj

_ Ut11121ng ‘the work of Wolf (1966), Dyer (1967). dev1sed a modiflcatlon f

of hlS scale to produce an Index of Educatlonal Env1ronment 1n the home (I E. E )i

-

3'to test a sample of Jamalcan qﬁmllles.‘ Like Wolf he. found it much more:

- predlctlve of a chlld's school achlevement than soc1oeconomic status.

e

. In “the currentainyestigation, Dyer'S’questionnalre was-uSed;as.a,basis"f
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— e

-61-

A

L ‘»,“mfP?l .
_Examples
« o r ) s ee
[ J [ ] e I N [ ] . @
e o @ o I o‘oE o
Test Ttems. S B

YY)
XLy

"..007‘0

60 00 60
o

: FIGURE 5

o0 00 o0

oo ¢o0 00

o 00 o0

e see

‘XN TS

s 000 0
oy ®eoe

- eese se
00 o0 oo

o0 & 000

o 00 o0

- '00 ooo '

- AUDITORY AND VISUAL TEST STIMULI FOR THE CMC TESTA\‘

A SEN

'LARGE AND SMALL SPACES REPRESENT APPROXIMATE TIME .
, INTERVALS OF 1. 35 SEC AND 35 SECS., RESPECTIVELY;



>

‘for an intervlew'arranged with.the parents of the two’samole'groups.- 'The
intertiew.took the form of ahllhforﬁalldiseussiOn on edueation during whiéh .
.time answers to the qUestiohnaire'were elicited. ThlS method was' thought
hetter than simply readlng out the questlons to the parents as 1t puts them
. more at ease and 1ncreases the.rellabllfty of]the 1nformat10n._l The . | |
.1nterv1ews were,taped_so that soorlng would»not have to take'place'aurihg
the'interview. -The'qdestiennaire ahd seoring prooedure are oresented ihd
‘Appendix- 8. | | B | |

- The ehvironmental proeesses'heasured ﬁy the.I.E;E. are-(l)'ihtefest'ihh,
;the_child's aoademio.aChievement) (2) knowledge of ch11d's educatlonal

':progress, (3) parental asplratlons for the educatlon of the child, and

>(4) parental preparatlon for hlgher educatlon of the chlld

~

9, _interhalland'EXternalhLocus"of\ControILScale5(iEE).“.»-

K

‘The I-E scale for adults as deV1sed by Rotteg)(1966) has‘beeh brlefly'
dlscuSSed earller 1n thls chapter durlng the descrlptlon of the IAR scale
.for chlldren. The scale 1s a 29‘item, forced eholce test includlng slx
.flller 1tems 1ntended tO‘make somewhat more amblguous the purpose of the test>

',lUnllke the IAR scale, it does not look at the negative and positive 1nternal

..fscores but rather measures the 1nternal-externa1 scores regardless of whether

B

the choices 1mp1y su0cess or fallure. The norms are g1ven in terms of a ;'“
%

-person s external score and thus scorlng 1s the total number of external .

'!’_ch01ces. 'The I-E scale and Lnstructlons for admlnistration are presented in P

N

ES



‘was .72 (Rotter, 1966).

.1ntelllgence. :

.memory aUdltory) g One—way analysrs of variance was used bo determine

statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance between the two groups."f‘}

:hablllty than the low SES group
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Appendix 9.

" Test-retest reliability of 60 mixed Uniyersityvstudents after"one month

[

. ' EXPERJMENTAL HYPOTHESES =~ o

The'experimental hypotheSes’for thisfstudy oentre‘aroundeensen'semodel, R

t

of 1ntelllgence as it pertalns to dlfferent SES groups. 'JenSenis baSic"

ﬁassumptlon of the non- sxgnlflcant effect of enV1ronmental var;ables on I. Q

and achlevement was-. challenged and tested against hls two level theory of

\
7

The follow1ng hypotheses were tested -;” e o ‘._fnuh'
g l. ‘£ There w1ll be no dlfference 1n Level I abllity between the low and
high SES groups

Jensen 1dent1fies Level I abllxty as assocxatlve learnlng and 1s best
: |'.Z : .

oo -

£

B and mlddle SES groups on memory tasks have found no 81gnificant dlfference

',sfbetween the two, groups.‘ In thlS study the two experimental groups were tested

v

' f“on dlglt span (short term memory visual) and rote serial learning (short-term

!

.f§<: i

8

o

P
- . . ’

P

Jensen 1dent1f1es LeveI:II ab111ty as abstract reasoning and 13 best o

.measured by dlglt span and rote serlal learnlnq Most tegts comparlng low '”,n.

k '2;" The high SES’ group will score significantly higher on Level II ;uif"ﬁl-
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‘3‘\

{measured by.tests such as the Raven s Progress1ve Matrices and the F}gure
;'Copying Test ' Jensen postulates that the difference betwgan the two groups Wi;
’ 1n Level °T1 ability has a predominent genetic base, others contend that 1t
is. the result of env1ronment or. an 1nteractipn between the two The Raven S|
Colored Progre591ve Matrices Test “the Figure Copylng Test the Lorge-.
vThorndlke I. Q Test, and the Math and Reading Achievement Tests were. used as f""
'hdifferent measures of Level II ability R leferences between the two groups}f"
on these tests were measured by a one-way analysis of variance. f' |
| .3: - The greater the amount of abstract\reasonlng ability required on
'avgiyenvtest the greater w1ll be the difference between the two groups..'
Thls hypothesxs is based partly on the first two hypotheses.» A test.
.:containing 1tems requlring pure memory work w111 show no difference in resultsig "
abetween the two groups, but as the test 1tems become less related to the
' : RN RS S
x:memory of certain facts and more related to reasoning Qbility, dlstinctions
‘»tjbegln to 1ncrease between thevtwo‘groups.iiyixih*f-:!\ ' ' ' :
‘j Jensen (1970) states that "the one characterlstic that distingulshed.
._most between items showxng a large soc1al class difference in the probability
4hof g1v1ng the right answe;.uas the degree of abstractness of the test j.tem...v,_",:,.-"'""t

":-Thls attribate of test 1tems 1s a more 1mportant factor in determining

2 dlSParlty of test scores between uPPer and lower classes than the factor of RS,

-

fcultural content per se"(p 105).
Good performance on tests such as the Ravens and the Figure Copying
Test require no. memory Skllls per se - they require pure abstract reasaning i':

1”ab111ty On the other hand tests such as. the Lorge-Thorndike and Achievement S

PR



tests contaln a number of items requ1r1ng recall of various facts and

kY ®

pr1nc1ples..: If Jensen is. correct. there should be a greater difference
)

between the. two groups on the Ravens and the Figure COpying\Test than on
A the Lorge Thorndike and the Achievement tests.' .

4. There w1ll be a 51qn1ficant positive corfelation within each;,

-group between the Index of Educational Env1ronment and Level II abilityn

| WS} There w111 be- a 51gn1f1cant positive correlation within each

e

group between the Intellectual Achievement Respon31bility Test and Le

Hypotheses 4 and S are based on: research suggesting that a student s
SR

i

'home env1ronment has ‘a signlflcant 1nfluence on Level II ability.; The I E E. tAH

‘.is a—much more detalled measure of this env1ronment than soc1oeconomic status.n;f”
"_AlsoA a‘student s sense of powérlesSness ‘as measured‘by the IAR should affect
fZPerfermance on-Level II tests.f. These last two hypotheses are invcontrast tou "'f
':Jensen s assumption that environmental conditions and/oé,personality | s
”characteristics have little or no influence on intellectual ability asf;h;?;fi'”
'measuréd by I, Q and achievement.tests;l'.Pearson‘Product—Movement Correlationsfent
“;}were used to flnd the correlations between the variables.;ﬂ. o . | - |

'T As thls chapter 1nd1cates, the purpose of this study is to determine to

tfiwhat extent, 1f any, the cognitlve abilitles described in this chapter differ ;5ff

j"l,.between low and hlgh SES students.e: More importantly, if differences do

k'slndeed occur, to what extent are theSe differences due to inherent factors

fcontained withln the tests themselves, enV;ronmental conditions. personality ﬂﬁ'“

T

Y

5;factors, or a- combination of the three._h i




'ﬁfRavens Colored Progre351ve Matrlces, Lorge-Thorndlke I Q.; and the Math andvi Ly

.'along wlth the level of sxgniflcance at whlch the mean scores of the two .
- groups dlffer are: presented in Table 3 ) Statlstlcal s1gn1f1cance was Set

_Yat P.= 105.
hon four of the elght cognltive tasks admlnlstered ' These tests were the 5 S

nvuReadlng Achlevement tests : The Ravens was s;gnlficantly different at the

‘V', 04 level and’the other three tests were: significantly dlfferent beyohd theﬁe‘

2

© CHAPTER IV - . o

-

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  * ..~ . . .,

% ONE WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE OF COGNITIVE TESTS -
of _

The means,»standard dev1atlons and range of 9cores for each test,

'
-

,/‘
CoN
(4 R

3

' Statlstlcally sxgnlflcant results between the two groups were found ok

""E.j 005 level The dlfferences ‘in results between the two groups were all inr:?

v".favour of the hlgh SES group.x 7

~;memory tests, the Cross—Modal Codlng test and the Figure Copying test.-lg.}-f

“No. sxgnlflcant dlfference between the two groups was found on the jf

'ﬁi}h;iremalnlng four cognltive tasks. : These tasks inéluded the two short-term

1’: . ES

The flrst three hypotheses of th:.s study are base’on the results of '

SOy

Vthe one—way analy51s of the oognltlve tests and will now be dlscussed in

terms of these results.;



R Slgnlflcant:e < 05»

=67
.- TABLE 3 | | | L
' SUMMARY RESULTS OF COGNITIVE TESTS

I o A . :
S o L o : ) g S Cs

[ .

co o b s s one-vay ana1y51s
Low SES ... . ! "High. SES . . lof’ variance '

"

. Test Mean' | S. D.'Range | Mean | S. D.|Range| ¥ | P
sty " ]90.90 |11.71° 50-100; 91.97 [12.97 |42-100| 0.11| .74 el
smMa . l69.20 '[19.32 16-96 | 76.04 |13.53 [36-96 | 1.98 | .16

'ECMC 7 126,73 | 3.56 17-30 | 27.30 i 3.49 [{15-30 |.0.37 54

forge-thorndike | - | b
e . {94-86 . {14.74 '70-130107.26. "11.57 . 82—1321A9a23 0003+

,f'navengg " ji {26.60 | 4.79 "14-33 - -29l37}f”stoSsA14 35;‘34;59j,f,}b455fj[

. e a—

',Flgure Copy;ng ,16;17wf,vl.39rﬁi4¥19 | 16 83 ,};59§\~14 20_‘;252?;ﬁ RSV R
Math Achlevement 6'2..'23" : 11686 33}-'94,1. 74 43 1537 : Y '“,’:-8."3'-2‘3.'*»-{'“._0"()5"*;*.'-.
NI R I R e R
; _‘Feadlng Achleve-' L e e
.”"ment o ‘.-15 61i53" 348.171;26f97'§f74;36'; .
e ygEe b e

2 .002%%

Ui
s

e i et
-

R 51gm.flcance < 0l g

‘fi? 41,£}i“5 ;€'l~:'l.t?_~i_'.-’




vanaly51s of varlance 1nd1cate no 51gn1ficant drfference between the means of

vthe two groups on both tests, therefore the hypothesxs is. accepted Q.The

":ﬁbetween the two groups was found on thlSlteSt.y

" .gécond Hypothesis

mihlgher on- Level II ablllty than the low SES group.

L~
\
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. First Hypothesis

A . a

This. hypothe81s states that there w111 be no srgnxflcant dlfference in

f Level 1 ablllty between the low and hlgh SES groups.:i

Level I ablllty is 1dentif1ed by Jensen as assoc1at1ve learnlng or

‘VTmemory ablllty and is. represented 1n this study by the short- erm memory

N

b*‘verbal (STMV) and short term memory audltory (STMA) tests.‘ Results of the

I

":majorlty of studles comparlng the results of memory tests between dlfferent

ﬁ_SES and age groups have produced 91m11ar findings.‘y:'hy ;fivf;.'fﬂ;:\1~ ;”"3lyi;ﬂ

Cross-modal codlng can also be v1ewed frcm a short term memory frame-~f'-

‘~5:work . Bas1cally, the task 1s the same as most typ1ca1 short—term memory
o ;tasks with the exceptlon that the response modalxty is quite dlfferent from the
1nput modallty The CMC task xn the current 1nvestigation 1s consxdered to be }¥

V.NSlmllar to the other sbort-term memory tasks.' No signiflcant difference _],'

R
EO R

O
N

‘ o ThlS hypothesls states that the high SES group w111 score significantly ﬁj;hf

Level II abillty 1s 1dent1fied by'Jensen as abstract reasoning ability.;jjif

Jﬂxt must be remembered that although Jensen categorizes all cognltive functions‘tlfﬁ

.J'




faccurate measure of abstract reasoning and a. valid measure of cognitiVe

N

' ’between the two groups on the Figure Copying test

S ' S . -69-

' 1nto two major groups, some tests WIll be better indicators of Level II

ability than others. Indeed Jensen acknowledges that all tests fall along

a continuum ranging from pure memory ability to pure abstract reasoning

,_ability Figure 6 1lIUStrates the probable pOSltlon of the cognitive tests

- used in this study ranging from Level I to Level II.,

'-l The. tests used to- measure Level II ability in this study were the‘
Y

,Ravens ProgreSSive Matrices, the Figure Copying, the Lorge-Thorndike I. Q.;

[

and the Math and Reading Achievement tests. ' Jensen COnSiders the Ravens

5

"to be a purer measure of abstract reasoning than the standard I Q and :

achievement tests. He also conSiders the Figure Copying test to be an -

¢

development (Jensen, 1970)

The results of the analysis of variance indicate a. significant
' "4 : Coot
dlfference between the two groups on the Ravens, the Lorge-Thorndike, and the o

: Math and Reading Achlevement tests. . No significant difference was found

The results °f the Figure COPYlng teSt pfesent difficulties in u;s*’.

- »completely accepting the hypothe51s that high SES students score significantly
‘hehigher on. Level II ability than low SES students. , A close examination of :

fthe Figure Copying test results rules out any possibility of a ceilinq effect.i IR

The resultant means and distributiOn of scores are consistent with those

fj”found by Ilg and Ames (1964) for a sxmilar aqe group j The majority of age 10
‘ boys are able to complete the—first eight figures but only 46% complete i:f}.ff”i“

”'”»_ufigure 9 and only'ZO% complete figure 10 f Thefability to succeed on a more



L

,Third“gypothesis ?" o S o S S p ' L

groups.

.between the low and hlgh SES grOups._f;f“

1570:

dlfflcult 1tem in the age scale is not functlonally dependent upon success'
on prev1ous 1tems in the sense that the easler ‘item 1s a prerequlslte component

of the morp dlfflcult 1tem. The~age dlfferentlal for suéh.tasks found on
. i

the Flgure Copylng test 1s SO marked as to suggest that they depend upon the

sequentlal maturatlon of h1erarch1al neural processes (Jensen, 1970)

It would appear that acceptance or rejectlon of the hypothe51s is

' contlngent upon the.test or tests used to.measure.abstract-reaSoning ability. ‘

.

N : A . 4Q
‘This hypothe51s states that the greater the amount of abstract reasonlng '

ablllty requlred on a. test the greater w111 be the dlfference between the two

o

Jensen (1969)»c1arms that 1ow SES children do worse on those tests

'requxrlng complex aBstract reasonlng ablllty such as the Ravens and Flgure e

x-'

' Copylng tests than .on the regularly used I Q and achlevement tests whlch

'-measure a, varlety of conceptual Skllls 1nc1ud1ng rote memory.. In other words,Q

e

. the more ab%tract reasonlng ablllty requlred the greater the differencev”

"‘,s In the present study, a comparlson of the results of the analyszs of

25

‘J”varlance of the Level II tests show that the greatest differences between the

‘°“_two groups occur on the Readlng Achlevement test (P 002), the Lorge- & b

Thorndlke ] f} test (P ~;.003), and the Math Achxevement test (P ='.005)

C e

e fThls gap ln mean scores between the two groups narrows on’ the Ravens (P = 04)'



" h

- »
€, .
) ;71-
bl)‘ma_]‘l' )
ABSTRACT PROBIJM SOLVING
. CONCHI'TUAL LEARNING
\ L )
K Flgum Cq:ymg
’ Rayens' .
© large Thorndike o N . ;
Kath Acmcvemm : '
. Rcadmg Aduevermnt
D
2 =1y . ""ff'j""?“f"’.“‘ ."“"."-‘.‘_ T T hz,ﬂ 0
culture {free" : e . N o 'culture loaded
. ‘e : - . - L.
_ Serial learning .- :
: L o
' Digit Span,’ R KR
‘ Assocmuvr. II‘.ARNING T
uvm. 1 : T
"FIGURE 6 e
'mr mow;u: TOSITIONS or Tk cocm'rm: 'm;'rs IN Co.
RFJA’I‘ICN 'xo x.wm. 1 mo u Amm'ms



t . o
. a

and-is completely ellmlnaged,when the results of’ the Flgure Copylng test are
compared ~ This nar%owrng of test scores between the two groups as the test

reached a purer form of abstract reasonlng ab111ty is the complete reverse of

'
" 5

what Jensen postulates Therefore the hypothe51s is re]ected

Both Vernon (1973) andrMolloy (1973) lend support ‘to the reJectlon of
the hypothe51s.' Vernon fognd no dlfference between‘grade 5 low and high SES
boys .on the Ravens and- Molloy also found no dlfference’between low and hlgh

'SES boys on the Ravens but d1d find a 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the two
o
groups on the PPVT whlch lS consldered a less accurate measure of abstract

reasonlng ablllty than the Ravens.-

\

These results have 1mportant 1mp11cat10ns réﬁﬁrdlng Jensen s theory of

'intelllgence, since what is brought into question.is not that tests and skillsi
. o
vary afong a contlnuum ranglng from assocratlve learnlng tasks to conceptual

learnlng, but the assumptlon that d1f rences 1n results of such tests between“

U]

low and hagh SES chlldren are due to the level of abstract reasonlng abilrty
requlred | ,‘I‘ -'”"_ - B L C , - o
A L o g .

Slnce thlS assumptlon is serlously dlsputed other factors accountlng

t'

- for the d1fferences between 1ow and hQ%h SES groups on tradltlonal I. Q and

achlevement test5~must be con51dered If ’e were to accept Jensen s c1a1m that »

'i—

test 1tems on tradltlonal I Q and achlevement tests are not culturally blased,

‘how aré we ts?pxplaln the muchzﬂarger dlfferences found on’ the Lorge-Thorndlke

x

" I.Q. and Math and Readang Achlevement tests than on the Ravens and Flgure -

_4copy1ng tests Be51des the content, the fOrm of a test should also be ;"

a
3

cons1dered 1n/terms of a cultural bras _ That is: to what egtent, 1f any, doés 1_
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v

the.actual structure and presentation of a test favour one group over another.

Cole and Bruner (1971) essentially make the same observa}ion by feminding

l

one "that the most important thing about any 'underlying comoetence' is the
nature of the Situation in which lt expresses 1tse1F" (p. 784) | Extensive
research_has-been done analysing the content of‘tests but_much less research
. Ahas been done on the subtle, yet possibly profound'effects of.the sbecific

forms of mUCh of the material, other ¢han Verbal versqunon-verbal., L
P ) PR

‘Analysing'I Q. and achlevement tests in this context, we find that the

'traditional school tests such as the ones used in: this study produce a large_

/

difference in mean scores between low and high SE5S students. As a test
~ becomes less structured in the traditional mold the gap: between the mean

; , «
scores of the two .groups closeJ _ Thus, the. Ravens produces a smaller mean

difference than the Lorge—Thorndike and the achievement tests It is quite-‘

N
pOSSlble that the Ravens succeeds in presenting a testing situation

’
[y

-requiring abstract reasoning ability that has little commonality with ,‘

@

traditional middle-class school tests and thus is a 1e55 biased testing

i
.‘ '

situation experienCe for both groups; Exploring this idea further the :

Figure Copying test results show no dffference between the two - groups.

\

Jensen recognizes this test as a valid measure of Level II ability but more

-

lmportant1Y, ‘the format of the test is extremely different 1n that students_"f

.are required u:txmw various geometric designs. ' In fact, my experiences o

<

» .
obserVing students taking thlS test was such that they did not perceiVe the L
task as a“ testing Situationk\ -;-’_,f.-‘ ST ,'g_‘ 3 @7' gwj'

8

.3:Thé,pOSSlblllty of a bias in both the content and form of a test, as b

»

N

Soa
L.
Y-
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‘1suggested in this study, may also help eK?laln the seemlngly confllctlng
evidence of ‘a schoollng effect on-varlous test results. | Molloy (1973) f S
~found much larger differences in mean scores between low and hlgh SES boys
at the grade 4 level than at the grade 1 level on the hlghly Verbal PPVT .
“test, but got.just thelopposite effeet'on»the non-verbal Ravens using thefx
same sample. | Studies esing_traditional.I;Q.landiaehievement tests@have"
‘overwhelmingly shown a negative effect between the nunber of years of
schooiing and'I.Q.vand achievement,yhut’stUdies usiné;the Ranens ZBruner et
al., 1966 SChmldt 1966; Vernon, 1973) have 1nd1cated a posltlve effect |
In other words, schoqllng has a: negatlve effect on low SES studehts 1f
'typical middle‘classlstandards of success is the only_criteriqn'used, as‘is

" the case in the majority*of public'sohools;

'LONE’WAY.F AnALysIs OF VARTANCE OF Non-eoGNITIx}e TESTS :
The means; standard deniatiOns.and range'of séores:for each test, alongv_

W1th the level of slgnlflcance at whlch the mean scqres og/the two groups

ol . ¢ . - .\-‘. B

i"dlffer, are presented 1D Table 4. Statlstlcal signlficance was set at P = 05. S

Nl e

" Making X's Test .-

No 51gn1f1cant dlfference between the two groups wgs found on the Haking'_"'

X's-test. These results are con51stent,thh results found by Jensen (1969)

for a srmllar group of grade 4 boys.. The test gives an. indication of the
' ‘ i?«“ - X.A1 \g Teo e R

- I3
L ~ %
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group's willingness to comply with instructions in a group_testing situation
and to mobilize effort in following those instructions.

{

Intellectual'Achievement Resgonsibility Test ' (IAR)

No 51gn1flcant dlfference ‘between the two groups was found on the IAR
i .

N

test. -‘Thls test was designed to assess students' bellefs 1n relnforcement
respon51billty 1n 1ntellectual academlc achlevement sltuations ' Crandall

et al (1964) found that low SES chlldren tend to be more external ln the1r
ellefS than hlgh SES chlldren That is, low sES students place re5ponsibility"
for thelr successes and fallures more on external forces over-whlch they feel
© they have nd control | The reason why.no dlfferenceﬁgas.Found between the
.two groups in the present study 1s probably due to the fact that the two N j,yﬂ
groups shared the same classroom envxronment. coleman (1966) found that, in '

_general low SES students are more external\than\hlgh SES students, however,

‘1f low SES students are placed 1n schools wlth hlgh SES students they score‘

o

as hlgh as the hlgh SES students on the internal scale..

-

. -, W3
- :

Internal and External Locus of ControI Scale (I-E)
PR - -
No 31gn1f1cant dlfference between the parents of the two experimental

groups was found on the I-E scale. ' Prevrous studies dea11ng with adults on ,to

-the I—E scale have produced confllcting results. ) Crandall (1963) and
. A . -

’d,Crandall et a1 (1964) found that low SES adults placed more responsibility

. ’,0.' L
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" SUMMARY RESULTS OF NON-COGNITIVE TESTS
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Onc-way analysis

Low ( SES = . High. SES o - of variance.
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for what happens to them on’ external factors than hlgh SES adults._, On the

other hand, a study done by Crawne: and Conn (1965) found no dlfferenoe,

,..9

' between low and,high SES aduLts; No reason ‘was glven to explain the

~ that both'ekperimental'groups'have access to, and'participate in, common .

results. One possible explanation-for‘the preSent results may be the fact
I K i ) o o ] . . . '

wE

community activities.

oo

Index okaducational Environment Scale'(iLELE.)”

LARNS . \" FEEN . ‘Q’

‘The results of the I E. E show a much higher mean score for the high

ASES sample w1th a 51gn1f1cant dxfference beyond the ,001 level This would

-1nd1cate that 1n terms of home envxroﬁhent the high SES students flnd

':themselves 1n a much more pos1t1vé and understandlng atmosphere regarding

thelr role 1n educatlon. P0551bly more important, as the lntervmews

AP

/‘,lirevealed, 15 the underlylng assumptlon that the future will automatically

1nclude a unlver51ty education leadlng to a "whlte oollar" professxon..'»bn,f

gthe other hand parents of 1ow SES chxldren, although expressing 1nterest in, u'_x

o : \

v:'and a need for, thelr chlldren s educatlon, were not as knowledgeable about

aSPlr tlons for the educatlon and ultlmate vocatlon of their chlldren. B

- : ‘\

’ 'v:what thelr chlldren were d01ng academically in’ school and’ had much lower "“Yf

P

’~,' S : . S ) - . e =

. INTERJCORRELATIONS ‘OF TESTS ... °

the tests for the two groups were computed to

Voo G R
SOk IO L
B

i
SIPASRUPR PO
.
i
s



- -78-

1nvestlgate Jensen's flndlngs of’ the relatlonshlp between LeVel I and 11

abllltles as discussed in Chapter 114 ) P0551b1e relatlonshlps between the

: T
; 2. ~
Lt

,environmental variables and‘the cognitlve tasks were also analysed. é_g'»»"

0 >

The. anaLy51s was done by computer u51ng the Pearson product-moment

vformula. Table 5 contalns the lnter-correlatlons for the low SES group and

u_.Table 6 contalns the 1nter—correlatlons for the high SES group Correlatlon

! co—eff1c1ents equal to or greater than .36 are smgniflcant at the 05 1evel

(Ferguson, 1966) ’ .:", ' e

& S

“‘Correlation of Level II Abilities =~ .. .. .

In the hlgh SES group, correlathhs among the three measures of abstract o

o reasonlng ablllty - Lorge Thorndlke I O., Ravens and Flgure Cdpying tests -ifa"'

”'_all correlated at a srgnlflcant level w1th each other. . The Lorge—Thornd1ke";i

‘5f5__and'Ravens produced-a?r‘; 59 Lorge-Thorndike and7Figure Copying, r = .45zr-

N - 5

'and Ravens and Flgure Copylng, r = 49; These r's were all w1th1n the range K
‘ s . R . _“’ ,- ‘ - ~ .:‘”e..,“ ' - *. L
‘of" prev1ous flndlngs for hlgh SES groups ' L T

o

In the low SES group none of the three measures of abstract reasoning

e ablllty correlated 51gn1f1cantly w1th each other.?\ It wouldAappear that the j.":
S .

.{lnherent dlfferences 1n the content and/or form of the various abstract ;'ifiJg“f,{

o reasonlng ablllty tests has a much greater effect on low SES students such

'_that the results on one’ test have no: bearing on another.k Indeed this was the

ta.case when the mean - scores of the tests were analysed earlier i“ this Ch‘pt'w

A’.
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.bfzsupport, is’ that when various tests are used‘to measure abstract reasoning

'im;'are due to inherent factors 1n the actual tests rather than a deficit of

‘ _81__ . . .o o

Y

[y

ﬂCOntent in the Lorge—Thorndike:I}o. test"“ The low SES qroup scored

significantly lower than the high SES group on the Reading Achievement test, y

bconfirming numerous other studes that low SES students are not as proficient:
Cine readlng as hlgh SES students.cv The uerbal content of the Lorge-Thorndike{}_
o test would act as a hinderance in asse551ng abstract reasoning ability 1n low
U”SES students, whereas tests such as- the Ravens and Figure Copying test would

vat least elimlnate the reading factor.\\_On the other hand, the high SES

Lorge—Thorndike and the Ravens or Figure Copying tests would be expected and

.fis 1ndeéd the case.'

.,students are_more proficient ln reading so a higher correlation between the fb

Eliminating the verbal factor however does not solve the whole problem.‘ k

e

“'b o

Q

5.we can assume that the Figure Copying test has managed to eliminate any

e factors in 1ts construction which might diScriminate between the two experi-{ ’

3

lmental groups used 1n this study The fact that the test 1s not perceived as

\

"]a teSt bY the SUbJeCtS may be one of those factors. if,f‘{dfff i,?ﬂ?ﬁaj7'f‘ 5

oy

What the results of the cqrrelations seem to suggest, and the results of

v\ ‘
s oy s

-the analy515 of variance of the abstract reasoning ability tests tend to

'»; n‘.:

&

:fejfcultural groups, others do not It is quite possible that theseAdiscrepancies

ﬁ'The correlatiop between the two non-verbal tests, the Ravens and Figure Copying
ftest is still only 34 for the 1ow SES group Since no significant difference'"

‘._between the two groups was found on the mean scores of the Figure Copying test L

.-‘

: 3}ability,_some tests reveal significant disdrepancies betwben two drfferent [Qf;}l

S
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abstractireasoning ability in;one ofvthe groups.

Correlationfof;Level I Ability.on-LevelfII'Abilitx L L

o ‘.f_ﬁ Oy S 11‘_ ST
' Tensen (1970) postulates a hierarchical organization of Levels I and, II -

.That ls, good Level I ability Is a- necessary though not a sufficxent condition :

:for the growth of Level II This would imply very few students who would be
- s
s poor ln Level 1 but good in Level II ability.,. This would also mean that the

’ fcorrelation between Levels I and II would be higher 1n the high SES groun than

- din the low SES group The present results, although indicating slightly

_:higher correlations for the high SES group, are not as significant as those

- _ - .
,found by qtnsen who has obtained correlations of 60 and over for high“SEs

’.

students and 20 and under for low SES students.._ Rather, the correlations of

»‘}QLevel I ability on the Ravens of 36 for the high SES group and 26 for the
k'ilow SEs group found 1n this study are closer to those found by Yernon (1973)
'fwho found regressxon coeff1c1ents of associative tests on "g“ at 43 and 30 in .

.ilf.the high and low SES groups respectively ; Some doubt thereforé exists about [l:

;jthe functional dependence of Level II on prior Level ff,

DDA : ;oal N T T A . N IR

W “i%
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‘and persistence in'a test'taking situation (Jensen,:1970).' ‘The results of'
E the tests show a wide range of scores w1th1n each group and One would expect

‘that thls motlvational factor would have a significant correlation with some

s

of the various cognitlve tasks.;; Perhaps the menial task,of making x's 1s

too far removed from the actual skills required in the cognitive tasks and 1s.,'”

a.

thus not an accurate measure of speed and persrstence in terms of these tasks.'

.!
4

-

Correlatrons of the Intellectual Achievement ReSponSibility Test on Cognitive‘“

o negatlve score correlated 51gn1ficant1y w1th the Ravens (. 45),‘STMV ( 39),_”_

'_Math Achievement ( 39), and the Figure Copying Test ( 42) The internal

jy,various tasks.v The results suggest that aésuming responsibility for one s

'fown failures has a more positive eﬁfect on. future success academically than.y

- Abillties Co o AT B S e

' ; In the high SES group there were some medium correlations between the_
S

. IAR test and some of the cognitive abilities.« pec1fically, the 1nterna1 '_Jr;ff

&)

'l”negative scores had a‘greater relationship than the internal positlve with the

N — B

»-‘

'ﬂassuming re5pon51bility for One 5. successes.,~ This substantiates the work of

PN

-jseveral researchers, such as Crandall (1963) and,Crandall et%al. (1964), who

”I‘_fougd negative soc1al,r€1nforcement to be more effective than positive f“‘ o

S

‘ {freinforcement. ‘ It’may pOSSLbly be that the greater impact of the failure

jt;1produces a more durable effect on the internal-external rdsponsibility beliefs J'f

R ;surrounding these experiences.” -15"jjf7{l?3;"ﬁf?ff?”f:j‘;Lf*?ﬁfff»iijvf1lc]"-

) T .

-.IA
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.correlations reached the’level of Significance.1 It‘wouidJappear'that low

3

SES students, although they may accept respon51b111ty ‘for thelr success and

fallures academlcally ‘as much as the hlgh SES students, are not’ suff1c1ently

’

motlvated by thlS factor to exert an 1nf1uence -on ‘their cognltlve abilltles

v . -

_The results of the correlatlon between the IAR and Level II ablllty relate '

g.nspe01f1cally to the fifth hypothe51s of thlS the515 and will’ be dlscussed in

more detall later in thls chapter.

ulexceptlon of the Figure Copylng test

Correlatidns of the Index of Educational Environment.on~Cognitivé’Abilities

¥ R S e IR

"No-significant,Correlationiiwere foundfbetween the I”E”Eﬁ and'LeQeliI .

ablllty as measured by the short—term memory tests in both experlmental groupst

«ﬂ[These results are: con51stent wlth most research deallng w1th the relatlonship

_between students' env1ronmenta1 background and rote memory abillty.»u~h"

.', T

- In the low SES. group,‘theti E E. correlates signlflcantly w1th those :_.:.{

: Level II tests whxch tend to produce the w1dest gap between the two groups,
e

jfothat 1s, the Lorge—Thorndlke I. o ( 55), the Math Achlevement ( 63), and the

.r[Readlng'Achlevement (. 45) No 51gn1f1cant correlatxon was found 1n this

'group bet%een the I E E. and the Ravens or Figure Copying tests.,' e

The correlatxons between the I E E and Level II tests in the high SES

;fgroup, although not larqe, do reach 51gnif1cance on all the tests-with the -

NEI o

-‘,~. ‘,.

‘.,7

The results of the correlations between the I E E. and Level II abﬁlity R
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& 1.

MULTIPLE CORRELATIONS OF TESTS -

L

In the previous chapter on the review of the'literature, several
studlesi(Wolf, 1966; Dyer, 1967; Mercer,;1972) were.cited which seem to.
indicate that differenCe;rwithinlSﬁs groups werexhetter predictors'of
lntelligence and'achievement tests than theAactual‘measure of‘;;%.vp For -
":thls reason, the.I-E.E. scaie was'combined-withttheJSES'r@asure.along with'

the subject s ratlngs on. the locus of control scale 1n a Multlple Regre531on
-analy51s to examlne the amount of varlance these three variabIES, 1ndependently

~'and comblned, contrlbuted to 1ntelllgence test scores and to the Readlng and

".

"Math Achievement‘Tests. A computer program usipg‘a Stepw1se Regressxon '
. b D . . )

Procedure (Draper, 1966) was utlllzed for this purpose.; Thls procedure
.:involves the re-examlnatlon at every stage of the regresSlon of the variables
'1ncorporated 1nto the model in. prev1ous stages.. A variable whrch may have - {a

. been the best 51ngle varlable to enter at an early stage may, at a later stage,-‘

"be superfluous because of the relatlonships between 1t and other variables now

in ' the regres51on ‘ Tb check on. thls, the partxal F crlterlon for each ﬂf,-'rgdé
- varlable in the aegre551on at any stage of calculatlon is evaluated and 2
T

\}compared w1th a pre selected percentage p01nt of the approprlate F dlstrlbution. :
:nThls prov1des a judgement on the contributlon made by each varlable as- 1t had ‘*
"been the most recent varlable entered irrespectlve of 1ts actual poxnt‘of

EE Lot
_ientry 1nto the model Any varlable which prOV1des a- non-sig‘i%icant o

| fcontrxbutron rs removed from the model This process ls contihued until no

o i SR
The three vArlables, SES, I E E., and IAR scale were used to prédict the n
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following four criteria: (1) Ravens, (2) Lorgé—Thorhdike I1.0., (3} Reading

Achievement, andn(4)ﬂMath_Achievementr The'datalwas fitted to the fanction:

i3

Y = B + B.X. + B_X_ + X ¢
41 w272 B 3 . -

©

~where Y = criterion score‘predlcted from<the weighted linear'combination,of

predictor variables: . : S .
B° = Beta Weights.
o 2 B : : _
» l ‘vo. ) ‘ " -‘ N »n Y

\X= . LY . >...k7>' ‘

: 1 F SES | . % . o ,ez h &

= I.E.E. - ‘ : - A
X3 = IAR - S N , e _ . 1UJ

‘ . . . : ' -
' . . . .
3

‘This procedure was repeated separately for each of the two experimental | |

T o .
: ' - o SRR o . nf"R.
_ Results of Regression Analysis for LoW*SESiGrqu” = :
The results of the step—w1se regre551on analysxs fOr the low SES group
.*‘743' . -.,"
Qon the Ravens, Lorge-Thq;ndike I.9., Readlng and Math Achlevement are shown R .
' R I Lo .
11n Tables 7 8 9, lO 131_* . 7-,‘ . C R m._-

o

The total amount: of varlance accounted for'by the three varlables on thee_;_j

Ravens 1s 21 77%. A The correlatlon (- 18) between the Ravens and SES is f‘

: negatlve for the low SES group . When the SES 1s comblned w;th the I E E v

2

che SES appears to act as a suppressor varrable so that'the I E E. alone does S

kY

4 '7,.not contrlbute 51gn1f1cantly but the two comblned»a‘proach.SLgnlficance at the'337e

e

.;;6 06 1evel and contrlbute 18 21% of the varlance. _

3
a0




FOR THE THREE PREDICTOR VARIABLﬁé ON THE«RAVENS TEST
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A
. \
* TABLE" 7

\

LN

RQSULTS OF STEP-WISE REGRESSION FOR LOW SES GRQUP

#

Predictor

" Variables

Beta

‘Weights' -

% of Variance

* Accounted for

I.E.E.

Locus of Control

SES

>

N

237 %

.045 . .066

»,

286 | .09

-

RS
0.3107

| -0.0864

10.2410

4.95
18.21 ..

© 21,77

N

JTABLE 8 °

_ RESULTS OF STEP-WISE REGRESSION FOR Lo SES GROUP

FOR THE TH&WE PREDICTOR VARIABLES

(N = 30)

ON LORGE-THORNDIKE TEST .

.‘.

s

~7

L

. Predictor

Variables.

Beta»%

% of Variance

Accounted for = .

‘SEs ; _f(J"

1.E.E.

b

Locys of Control

, -664

.799

1.1754

' ;—0;0259

. -0.1613 "

© o7 s3L19

‘ .
30.69°

<

31.36

-

. ).

T



s

@ ' ©w

¥

N

TABLE 9

FOR THE THREE PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON READING ACHIEVEMENT TEST

Al
-

'RESULTS OF STEP-WISE REGRESSION FOR LOW SES GROUP

3

‘Predictor
Variables.

Beta - : % of Variance
Weights = - Accouiited for

o

I.E.E. .12
SES - .016

«

Lodus-df Control

.798

.002

.008 -

1.7207 . 20.24
- =0.1832 . 135.76

-0.193a 35,92

!
|
.

A W

$-
—

..‘ ,k

TABLE-'10

~~ RESULTS OF STEP—WISQ\REGRESSIQN:EOR‘Low SES G : =
) 2 PN S R
TEST

FOR THE THREE PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON MATH ACHIVE}

' Predictor - y
" Variables - -

Beta . .- % of Variance -
~ Wmf.gh\ts‘ ' Accounteg- for

I.E.E. - 2 .0001°
ses - . .. 098

Locus pf.C?htrbl:‘ - .N7

,.0002° -

001

1. 7719: 'f"r‘; . 39.64

o, 1042~\\ | ‘L§5:S3lf'f;

-7.-0 2334 . gs.el.

e P A

A . R
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. e s o
Lorge—Thorndikevis 31.36%. . Of this total the I E E contributes 30. 69% '

THe other two variables add very llttle to the total varlance. .
s : b
On the Readlng Achlevement Test the total amount of varlance accounted
< . ) .
for by the three‘variables is 35.92%. Both the I.E.E. anq SES contribute -

"«.- o T, . . . : - . . ,
for 35.76%. The IAR makes”llttle'difference'in'the total percentage. The

significantly, thé I;E.E.Aacogunting'for 20.24% and thé two combined accounting
total amount of varlance on the Math Achievement Test is 45. 81% the I E.E.
'accountlng for- 39. 64% of the total and the I E.E. and- SES°comb1ned account ¥or

’45.53%. .As,inhthe other,cases, the IAR adds-very-little to.the:total.‘

~variance.

) . i v T :\ © ’i' - | -
Results of Regression Analysis- for High.SES Group

The results of the step—w1se régressron analy51s for the high SES group

4 .

- on the Ravens, Lorge Thorndxke I. Q . Readlnq and Math Achievement are shown in -
P £ C ' '

Tables 11, 12, 13, 14. ."~- ) I
% | ' ' g

The total amount of varlance accounted for by the three varlables on the .
Ravens is 30 22% of this total the I. E.E contr1butes 21. 52% and the,; E. E.

comblned with the SES raises thelpercentage to 27 21% The IAR adds llttle i‘il
. . - RS HR AR ’
.to the comblned varlance ___, .. a." i.t_‘ Q.:f_t’;‘h'tx' . f} ‘ a.; T
| On the Lorge Thornd:.ke 1.0., the three varlables account for 23 %%Lof
< the-varlance;; ‘Qf.thlsuamount,.the'I.E,E.‘contributed:thebnoSt?caccountingr:‘5
for l9v37% . t,::;f::f ,”f :_"..‘ﬂ“a””ff _‘_f 1f;f7fiiA' . %j.”’  ‘,?é.i“n
’ . On”’ the two achievement teets, the<amount og,uariance accounted for‘bf

@J,
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TABLE 11
o {
‘ RESULTS OF S'I'EP-WISE REGRESSION FOR HIGH SES FOR _

THE THREE PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON THE RAVENS TES'I‘

Predictor . v . . . " Beta % of variance
~Variables -~ .- .. 7 - .. Weights . Accounted for

I.E.E. w009 o £ 0.3689 o ans2
ses .57 .0 .03 00116 . 27021

Locus of ‘Control ~ .208 . .023 . 0.2119 . ' 30.22

1
.

R ; TABLE 120
RESULTS OF - STEP—WISE REGRESSION FOR HIGH sns GROUP

,\‘ A—T

FOR THE THREE PREDIC'I‘OR VARIABLES ON LORGE-THORNDIKE TEST B

CPredictor - . . L Beta -'ffg'ii‘oqu§ri$ndéiﬁ

variables . . . - ﬂ’_;f,'fv Weights .. v . Accounted for =~ .

YEE o lora ‘5'“‘55”M;Hfo.8267 19437
cses S e o3 oot a3

 Locus of Control.: .748 . .067. - . 0.1525 - 23.67
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TABLE 13

Kd

.l / u\'

RESULTS OF STEP- WISE REGRESSION FOR HIGH SES GROUP

' FOR

’

.‘. (N = jof

u

ITHE THREE PREDICTOR VARIABLES ON READING ACHIEVEMENT TEST -

.. Predictor - -
Variables . -

T
o

Beta

Weighté

©, % of Variance
Accounted for =

I.E.E.

SES r

Locus of Control’

075
552 178

.725 .319\;

0.8260

-0.0101

-0.2482

©10.81
So1ney

-TABLE-ld"‘

:l‘

RESULTS OF- S'I'EP-WISE) REGRESSION E‘OR HIGH SES GROUP

: FOR ’I'HE THREE PREDIC'IOR VARIABLES ON MATH ACHIEVEMENT TEST ‘ .

:;l(N:=236),g

. Predictor - -

Beta

% of Variance -
Accounted for.

. Variables
| Ik,:EV-IE.'__ .

 SES, .

Locus ‘of Control

RN L RO

L027 e

508 -

072

o148

ianeightsf' -

\.‘

1 0774'3'""

| o 0172ﬁ‘»

“0.33%06". -

168

C17.55 .

':'118ﬁ28'”iﬁ

‘,R(;‘_;
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, ‘ Y
the three predictor varlables is con51derably less than that recorded for.

¢ .o '
the low SES group The amount of variance dld not reach 51gn1f1cance at any

A . . B v,.s

stage of thg regre351on analysrs on ‘the reading 3¢h1evement eriterion and
) oo

accounted for only 12. 41%*

On the Math Achievement ‘Test , the three variables
”~

accounted for 18 28% of.the total - variance, 16 1@% of which'was d1rect1y 7‘”

related to the I.E. E
The”overall results of ghe multiple redression analy51s 1nd1cate that
when the three predlctbr variables, the I. E E., SES, and IAR, are combined tol
;predict scores on I Q and achievement, more than half of the variance “
accounted for 1svattr1buted to the Index of Educatlonal Envxronment.. The

one exceptlon to thlS is the prediction of scores the Ravens w1th1n the low
%!

“

SES group. In this 51tuation ‘the computer program chose the I E.E. as the ’

_ most favourable predictor.v " The correlation between the I E E. and the Ravens

was only 22, so the amount of variance ac¢ounted for by the I E E. on the

Ravens was only 4, 95% When the second variable was chosen the SES which
. % ) Y . .
o had an, ;nverse correlation oﬁ - 18 -on. the criterion - the multiple correlation_

of the two predictor variables raised the amount of variance accouhted for to e

ot v

18. 21% Apparently the SES varlable was acting as a suppressar variable in .of:

‘4’thls 51tuat10n SO that the two Variables, the I E E and SES, must be combined'f
"tin order to accounz for maximum variancé\;n the Ravens...'; hﬂ‘w%'fﬂf:'Q'ﬁf:ﬁ

' {
In both. groups, the 1nclu51on of 1ocus of control (IAR) variable

?“added less than l% to the total variance on. the Lorge-Thorndike and achievement

“tests, after the 1. E E and SES are accounted for.‘ Thls amount increased to

M

'.only 3% of the total variance aCCounted for on the Ravens.:;h-"

Ty -

T



oi-

In the low SES_group,‘nrediction of success on the I,Q. teSts depends
-~ . ! N - .

on the type‘of}test ued. Results on the Ravens are not predictable, but

on the Lorge—Thorndike‘the I.E.E.gcan account'for 30% of the variance.
? ' o '
The other two variables add very 11ttle to this amount " In ‘the ‘high SES
- .

»group, prediction is p0551b1e for both. types of tests. . Oﬁ the Rav€;8,7the-

LI

I, E E. accounts for 21% of the variance and thls is raised to 27% when SES* »-;if

PR .,__

is.added. ‘O the Lorge—Thorndike, the I, E. E accounts for 19% of the' o
variance. ) e A AT

i e

E Reading achievement 1s not predictable for the high SES group and math E

achlevement is only sllghtly predictable\by the I.E. E However, for the low
AN Q I - .
. SES group, both achievements are highly predictable.. The I E E. accountS'for

almost 40% of the variance in math achlevement and 20% in reading achievement..
: -l.‘ . B

These results suggest that home environment has a strong effect on the
LY

4

results of the ReadingL Math, and Lorge-Thorndike 1. Q tests for the low SES

students but very little effect on the results of the Ravens test; For the

‘o
[ E

hlgh SES qroup, educational,env1ronment°at home contributes more to the jw}?

outcome of the Ravens and Lorge Thorndlke tests than to the Math and Reading

" 4 " ‘Achievement tests. SR e

- I ! ) . ) . "

' ‘Fourth "Hypothesis P

€’ L4 :

This hypotheSis states that there wi%} be a 51gn1ficant positive

~

y'correlation Wlthln each group between the Index of Educatlonal Environment andﬂ

Lo

Level 11 abil;;r ir_eﬁ ?:i”;y ﬁf




I

L and - tended to reflect the values and mares: o Middle class SOClety ‘ It ia; ‘ .

' Wlth.the home env1ronment S

| o .\ d ... , ) ) _- .

The ultimate aéceptance or rej tion of this particular hyoothésis is
¥ I
contingent upon the- type of test used to measure Level IT. ability écylier

1n.this chagt,i/it was 901nti$ out that the high SES group produced

°
v

L
R . i,

51gnificantly higher scoreq»on thOSe Level{i;ftests that were highly verba1 e

A ..
prec1se1y these test - results (Lorge Thorndike I. Q., Mathvand Reading Achieve-

‘t\

ment, and to a Iesser degree the Ravens test) that show a positive relationship

with the ‘home eduCational environment‘for both groups.‘ On the ether hand
- -

‘

the Figuﬁﬁ Copying test whlch p}oduced sxmilar mean scores for both groups

° PR

- and whose structure and content 1s far removed from any. traditional assessment

‘h

of a vild's abstract reasoning ability, did not indicate any relationship .7'

o

A

In terms of predicting success in school the 1.E. E; is a valid measure

B

for both the high and 1ow SES gr p and 1n this context, the hypothesis can

be sccepted However, in terms measuring abstract reasoning ability per se,-v'
B ‘ . PR

the ev1dence 1s not suffiC1ent1y conclusive to‘warrant acceptance of the;

¢
P

hypotheSis.

This hypotheSis states that there will be a significant positive

. correlation w1thin each group between the Intellectual Achievement Responsibilityggv

test and Level II ability.v - '

EE

Very little ev1dence is available 1n this study to support the hypothesis

’



_ between the IAR and LeveT’Tﬁ(tests. s The regre551on analysis results tend to

| support the negatﬁon of the hypothe51s for when the. amount of varlance o )

1

for either of the two groups. : The hlgh SES. group showed a mild correlation

a

between the- IAR on the Ravens and Flgure Copying tests but none on the Lorge— N

Thorndike I. Q test\ The low SES grdup had noA\Ignificant co;relations

£

KA ‘.‘

attributed by the home enV1ronment on Level IT ability is acc0unted for, the

A:IAR adﬂg less. than 3% to the total varlance.;

o

it seems likely that the few moderate relationships found in the high

:SES group between the IAR and Level II abillty is a result of the hlgh 'SES 1_:

L ~
; student's abllity to accept the blame for those failures which he does

. v L IR ~ Lo ' "
esecurlty to do so‘ . C s o ,g‘f. G
. e - . o S B S ‘ ‘é?j::v. i e '0 : B W
o : - L ey o {
SUMMARY '
Jensen‘s'main hypotheses - that there 1s no- dlffErence in Lev91 I fj 37

- ablllty befyeen the low and high SES groups, bu? that high SES children

2 perform better than low SES children on Level II ability - were supported

“An exception was that no s1gn1f1cant dlfference was found,on the Figure

_groups were’ not baSed

-test but were due to a

"A,Copying test between the two groups. Jensen 'S underlying assumptions that

"the difference in Level 11 ablllty is mainly an hereditary one, was chal en eq

The present results indicate dlfferences in Level II ability between the two

X .

%

LB

-
13

‘expdrience precmsely because hls home env1ronment has given him sufficient e

Kl

‘-e amount of abstract reasoning required within & iv'

t“fal blas, in both form and content, 1nherent in el
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KQf'tGSts' It was p01nted&out ‘that the actual selectlon of a partlcular
w .

test mﬁasurlng abstract reasonlnékabllity will have a d1rec%ibear1ng on the
v T . ! T : C
results foy the two groups The greater a test resembles; in both content,

>

and form, the tradltional attltudes and mores of middle class soclety, the

3

-sgreater w1ll be the dlfference in results between the ' two groups Cultural

deprlvatlon represents a specxal case of cultural difference that arises ‘when

[ %

.-

:An 1nd1v1dua1 is faced with demands to perform in a manney 1ncon51stent w1th
his past-cultural experlence. In the present soc1al context. the great . ‘
. §ower of the middle ciass'has rsndered differences 1nto deficits because \:‘r;
'mlddle class behav1or is the.yardstick of success tCole and Brune4,‘1971){

It now becomes qulte obv1ous that when two dlﬁferent SES groups produce

'

51gn1f1cant1y different means scores on !Ptest measurlng abstract reasoning
. r

- ability; this resuit is not necessarily due to the 1nferxor abllitles of one

[

7

S

group but is. quite p0531b1y due to the tes s 1nabllity to accurately and meg///ll

falrly measure abstract reasoning ability , Keeping this in mlnd 1t E@co

'more reallstlc to talk 1n terms of dlfferences rather than deficits.

The tests of motivation and iocus of control revealed no significant

<. BN

"dlfference between the two groups The Index of Educatioual Env1rpnment

e S
1nd1cated that high SES students come from famllles who are cognlsant of what Co

_their Chlld 1s learning and whq;have a3p1rations of a professional career for j't* :

- -

7.'thq}r Chlld The low SES parents generally were . not awareiof what was being

4 -

'1jtaught in school and had 1ow aspirations for their ch;ld's eduéatxon and

-,]future vocation.,._f5'¢f5~ SR T

R

© . correlations betueen Level T and IT abilities ir both Groups were not



Copylng test.

97— Yy

b

. substantlal and as such do not lend support to the notlon of a funct10na1

dependence between the two abll‘tles.‘ The Index.of Educatlonal Env1ronment

By
N

correlated sﬂrongly in both groups w1th those tests meagitlng tradltlonal

¥
mlddle class standards of success but was not an accurate predlctor of B \ /)/'ﬂ

s

- abstract/‘reasonlng ablllty}utsme t:hoser standards as measured by the Flgure

-

g

When the three predlctor variables, the Index of Educat10na1 Environment

te A

(1. E E ), SES, and the students locus of control (IAR) were comblned to-

predlct scores on I Q. -and achleyement, more than half of the varlance

> i
ﬂ

accounted for was attrlbutable to the I1.E.E. v The measure of SES added

SUbstantlally but the IAR had a. negllglble effect ."' '_., L - f.:}
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attrlbutes of people who are poor. ;_f;*v:‘°jﬂpfpaf-f;¥; P

, 1 3
, .
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- M ‘ ‘ - °
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T a

In the curgzent jaroon of; the socraltsorences, the -poor, are frequently“
identified by various euphemisms such as "disadvantaged", "underpriviléged"

‘.

. . B ) ,. o , - . ) ‘ o - . )
and "socially handicapped”. In fact, Federal ,age’nc'es( in the United States
A o . o A p; L ' .

group" instead. Perhaps the most sweeplng of these labels 1s t&e designation

-

'of poor people as "culturally.ﬂepr1Ved"' . : ': '., o N ﬂ“,;

The substitutlon of “culturally deprlved" for "poorf'isjnot‘a simple

;‘shlft 1n termlnology for 1dent1ca1 phenomena. ‘~Itvrepresents a siqnificant

4

Shlft‘ln outlogk.’ Trad1tionally, poverty waSQmeasured prlmarlly 1n terms of ;

object . re, concrete»condltlons of llfe 1ncome, h0u51ng, nutrltxon, medical

care. The’ concept of "éultural deprlvatlon“ places the emphasis on the o
ps;f<”roglcal characterlst;cs of the poor- 1nd1v1dual hlmself - his language use, SR

; '»»’»\.\'

perceptual level, cognltlve style,'emotlonal attrlbutes.. Poverty nowadays is

have instructed.their staffs to avoid the four-etter wOrd»and‘use "lbw-inoome,‘

ofttn dlscussed as 1f 1t ‘were a personal traat rather than a social condition.v=”

[

L . . R

! e

<

ImpllClt 1n the concept of "cultural deprlvation“ has been thegassumption N

',f that the standards of the domlnant whlte middle class culture represent no;ms

by Whlch all other cultures may be approprlately measured.v Deviations from ‘

:798ﬁ

G i

ThlS Shlft has 1m%?rtant consequences. { It means a redirectlon of ;~f"

:‘__concern, from 0vercoming the objectlve c1rcumstances of poverty to altering the ﬁ_}”

R



i

- . ‘ - e . . . ” .
. \ : _ . ..
' . T . . -

the(gthnocentric nonn:ge viewed as deprivations. It is taken for granted‘

o ;that‘cuitural departures from the;middle class model mean.cultural def}éits.
Instead of understanding differences,in language or_ behaviorai stYie’as :
. reflecting adaptations that may be appropriate to the c¢hild's" enylronment,
. . 2 M -
,-such differences are dogmatlcally rated accoﬂding to chlr appréninatlon of

,:the m;ddle class model. _The closer to thlS model, the smaller the deflcit;

a

-

the further from this model th‘ larger the def1c1t » . :

-

Kenneth Clark (1965) underscores this p01nt in discu531ng what he calls

) §
"the cult of 'cultural inferiority'". He urites:
. & : ? =~ .
) ’ Just as those who proposed the earller raCial inferlority Ce
theories were invariably members. of ‘the dominant rac1a1 -
.grqups who presumed themselves and- their groups to be
superior, those who at present propose the cultural .
deprivation theory are, in fact, members of the prxv1ledged
- group who inevitably aSsociate their pr1v11edged status
" with their'@%n innate 1nte11ect and its related educational
',success Such assoc1atlon¢heither ‘proves nOr disproves T
, the theory in itself but the’ 1mp1101t caste and class ‘”~fi»'
T factors in thls controversy cannot and should not be ’ :
L ignored.. Many of today's. scholars and teachers came from
s : culturally deprived' backgrounds. Many ‘of these same
' ' 1nd1v1duals, hOWever, when confronted with students whose,
; @ ‘present economic and soc1a1 predicament is not- unlike their
e own was, . tend to react negatively to them (p: 82) PR

As one revzews the 1iterature'of "cultural deprivation" }if becomes‘

clear how perva51ve is the premiseathat the behavior, language, and thouqht of

the poor represent def1c1ts that are not present 1n the middle class.. B

a

C R
)

;-@? Differences are automatlcally labelled def1c1ts, particularly those of a’

f'j& 'psychological character. But differences between groups do not necessarily '
EEE '
i ymean that one group has a def1c1t and the other an abundance of the quality at

’ﬂissqg This 1s innted up sharply Lf one examines the differences in the
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langugge of the poor black and the middle class. It is in the area of

=

language that the equation of;differences_and deficits has perhaps been most

prevalentl

A growing body of work (Baratz and Baratz, 1970; "Stewart, 1969; Labov,

1969) 1s‘éhalleng1ng the stereotype that lower class black’ chlldren are

verbally destitute and-lingu1st1Cally underdeveloped; 1The critics point out

that an ethnocentric bias 11es behind the assumption that linguistlc competence

P4

is synonymous with the development of standard English ' They clte_convin01ng

a

data that 1ower class black children haVe a fully ordered fully structured

’ language differing from standard English, but not by that token inﬁerior.

©

If the deficit model holds up\poorly with regard to language, it ;pComes
e

an espec1ally frail foundatlon for theories about broader‘behaVLoral < .
characteristics Behavior ‘must always be'vleéed in terms of its adaptive -
function in a. alven llfe sett"g S1n£r’;he conditions of 1ife among the poor
'care drastlcally different from those among the middle class, their behav1or has
to be 51gn1ficantly dlfferent OthEIWLSe an 1nd1vidu | would find 1t
‘difficult or 1mp0551ble to, function effectively within h s own socioeconomic

N

group. When Hunt (1971) -and others talk .about the poor 1acking 1nitiative,.‘

'motivation, self—control, etc., they are clearly evaluating such a tributes

‘accordingtdo the way they manifest themselves 1n middle class adap tions.;y;f

But the same character&stics appear very differently 1n youngsters grow1,g up ln?;"

the slums. Unlessnone asks oneself “motlvation for what purpose, ini; ative
: - o
. for what goal, self control in what c;rcumstances?" the categories themﬂelves

'

‘ become abstract and 1nappllcab1e in- the evaluation of different social groups..
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Coles (1967“ effectively refutes the deeply¥rooted notion‘thatlchildren
~who come frpm a background of povertyfare'likely to be.emotionally blighted.
Hefdescribes the resilience.and toughness and ingenuity displayed bpvmany.such'
childrgn in the South. ."Shch children come to.schoOI.pfgpared_to be‘active,
vigorous,'perhaps much more outgoing'on the averagé than'middle class children.4

But they are quick to lose patience, sulk, feel wrong or wronged“and cheated
by a yorld‘they have learned to be inpossible uncertain,iand contradictory“.-

Above and beyond such issues, one must 3190 question the presumption.
.and arrogance of the premise that the white middle class way is a de51rable.

. Q
one. . At thlS p01nt in history, 1t hardly needs belaboring that the established -

:,middle class mores are not prov1d1ng a healthy ba51s for the flourishing of ‘
.-humanistlcfvalues ‘ | .

. The preoccupation w1th psychological depriuation has dulJ;d a concern
'for'tﬁbse def1c1ts that do plague the life of the poor and urqently require

correction - health and nutrition, hou81ng, schools and job - opportunity if_ o

»Spe01al empha51s should betdirected to the 1ssue ot health and nutrition,

P

- because 'so much that has’ been attrlbuted to psycholoqical deprivation has really

hbeen due to phy51olog1cal factors. There seems to be a serious underestimation :p:
of the 1mpact of poor health ‘and nutrition on school failure, as Birch and Gussou g’
(1970) p01nt out in. their assessment of the effect ‘of poaerty on the intellectual
.bpotential of children ' "The same . homes which lack toys and books are the homes Lj:?
L in’ ‘which hunger and- dlsease abouné;3 they'observe;.ﬁilhe focus on "cognitive

'l.understimulatlon" in such homes all too often beclouds the central and urgent filf

)

_need for adequate food and medical care..

8]
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on rev1ew1ng the results of the present study it would appear that 1f
]

o

what is assessed on I Q. tests 1s shown to depend on education (1?[the brosdest

sense 1nclud1ng cultural a551m11atlon) or to- be susceptlble to tralnlng. the
» co .«r'—<
test 4s thereby a-less good measurelof innate 1ntellrgence._ The better the S

’

test, the “"less. related are its results to the subjects'_enVLrohment - by
deflnlﬁlon Apart from any other con51deratlons, thls theory proves 1ndefensib1e

-

on pract1¢a1 grounds %pe de51gners of such tests. would be forced to conclude

o

.

.,that there- is o such thlng asflntelllgeﬁce, or at least a test of intelllqence, | ;
51nce all relevant 1nqu1r1es have 1nd1cated alpractlce effect in mental testx/,’f////
comparable Wlth that found in the acquisrtlon of many other human skills. _glit-

It 1s common‘to hear of culture-free tests; to read of investigat;ons
e. .whlch result 1n ranklng dlfferent natlonalltles, of colours, of races, in order
- of lntelllgence, to f1nd a r1g1d dlstlnctlon drawn between, for 1nstance,'

o

1nformat10n vocabulary testS‘and 1nnate capacxty' dlagrammatlc tests. All""
.- [ i
»these practlces presuppose that the nature/nurture dlchotomy is. valld Were it
posslble to devise any tests’ whlch were genuinely culture fair their value -

- would probably be exceedlngl‘?llmrted and’ thexr results would bear little fift""

latlon to. that which 1s usually cOn51dered inteiﬁtgent behavior as defined by

.mlddle class horms. ; g

A glven psychometrlc assessment of intelligence can and does have somel':

\

degree of rellablllty for some persons, notably those for whom it was intended
- but 1ts usefulness for some should not be construed as general validity for all._
'If 1ntelllgence 1s an essentxally dynamlc process whereby potentials are

recognized or left undeveloped then the acqulsltion, or at least temporal
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ekpressiony o..intelligenqe mustloccur in.a“fundamentaily ordered but’differgst
manner -for all persons. These difterences which-are'apparent;in,»foéﬁexamphg,
the 15 polnts dlscrepancy between the Black-Whlte I. Q should not be taken to
1nfer deficit, for deflclt 1nherent1y Judges sohe people 1nferior. The term N

_dlfference, as.it is used here, is decidedly not an euphemlsm for 1nferlor

\/'

I have no doubt that ‘the 1ncred1ble degree of culturaIAhomogenelty Wlth, -say.
”the U S. , is a necessary ex1gency for the functloning of a hlghly technocratlc

nation. ‘ Sub—populatlons tend to be gradually a551m11ated as were. the

M

.tremendous number of ‘Irish 1mmlgrants in 1849,‘unt11 they approach the maln-'__

stream. Numérous reasons ex15t for the endogeny oﬁ other sub—populatlons, but N
'whatever therr cause, such populatlons are dlfferent in fundanental ways. ; As .

a soc1ety ;e can erther accept and value these differences or assxmllate them

to a° polnt of thelr obllteratlon as. dlfferences.' At thls point I am in

agreement w1th Dobzhansky (1946) when he sald that “"men are on the first step .

-

'towards the reallzatlon of knowledge = we must however work together for the \_~f, .
er than \Tj>\;
-

.'the maintenance of heterogenelty.; o o Af:‘_- 2L ‘_" f‘;[_.;,;,. R
snanee © cgeneita. L : B AT R

road 1s 1nf1n1te" but belleve that the forces of homogenelty are strong

Critique of Jensen's Genetic Theory of I.Q.: A Postscript’ . S T

A.(.

Jensen s’ artlcle 1n the Harvard Educational Rev1ew (1969) begins by

A

t_statlng that the 'compensatory educatlon"ln the U S A. has failed._ Using his
A B ,

,fstatlstlcal data, he attrlbutes the fallure of such programs as. Head Start to fp‘

,d'the genetlcally based 1ow I Q of the 1ow SES chlld:en.{ Finding that ‘}f.;*f;;gtfdu;

o . N - . B LT T . T . - S . N "\
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Significant difterehces between SES groups occur'onltests requiring abstract
abilitv but that no differencesaoccur'oh-memory tasks, Jenseh argues that :
'children with a low, I.Q. should:be-educated-maihlyrthrough memory'work.v The  7 ’
p0551billty that dlfferenées betweeri SES groups on tests requ1r1ng abstract
reasonlng ability may be’attrlbutableqto.the dhltural b1as wlthln the test: | o
themselves, as the findingsvof thls study suggest, ls,a'factor whlch’Jense;\\\\\\_\J
chooses to ignore; h._ o : - .‘ ;_'_ -'i' ‘.,’ .i»;ij‘ r:}.e'f

Jensen also,neclects'to take lnto account thatxa-small proportion'.;'
(about 10%) of the compensatorvaprograms did succeed in ralsing I Q scores. .or -

,scholastlc performance; Surely we should try to understand what made these -.‘" -

'partlcular programs successful before we glve 1t up altogether.:i It 15 P

.'éoncelvableﬂshat in many cases the failure to raise the children s I. Q is not

!
attrlbutable to the chlldren themselves but to the 1nadequacy of the program.v

r-'

-Furthermore, many of the remedial educatlonal programs did not have the a1m of

"boostlng I.Q;; yet-rbecause they'falled t0'do-50'1n many~cases,.qensen_%3smissesAf‘

. the value of COmpensatlon for a poor env1ronment.:_ .fia“f 2'.'.-1"}- SN

.:'deprlved' chlldren 1ack somethlng whlch,‘lf replaced, will allow them to

EERN

The tradltlonal v1ew of compensatory educatlon programs is that poor or

,ev 'A ) _'-,~

- part1c1pate 1n the malnstream of soclety Thls v1ew seems to t?volve a tacit

‘<

J ! . . .
assumptlon that educatlonal 1nnovation 1s a means of effectxng social change:;g

‘.that is, 1t is through educatlon that the poor wxll get job% or better jobs,

n

.and thus break the cycle of poverty That adherence to this assumption can be

N

e

: purely perfunctory is demonstrated 1n such cases as the chigd Development Group

va~o§ MlSSLSSlppl whlch showed.that 1f educat1ona1 (broadly speakiﬂg) programs

A
'-.at-.‘~ .
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begin to influence social organization that threaten the status'quo,ithey may .-
- be resisted, as.indeed this one was,_and subsequently'further:fundsfwere not

w4

made available to this.group

If as psychometry contents, a Chlld's limitations are the results of

C s

1poorAgenet;c\equ1pment little can consequently be done in the form of remedial
I \ ‘

~education ' These remed1a1 procedures as Jensen p01nted out, have themselves

RO

{') »

[ Jfailedvand ‘were doomed to failure —.1f only because they were expected to fail -

. }Thevaere-expected to- fail because of the children's'pattern‘of~learned ' f ‘i»Aite

:failure, because of the‘lack of helpful pedagogic strategy, because of |

4{:dnutr tlonal }actors, or because of poor genetic 1nheritance - to mention only
J of the p0551b1e reasons. j The genetic factOszhould therefore be seen-as e
. Lo s

&

. only one of a number of interacting factors in a complex situation._ To over--s,

.a_f

‘stress the genetic constltuent is rpevxtably to assert that the blame belpngs

Alon the heads = or, to use a more accurate image in this context, on the lack of’

,.».’_

: heads_— of the v1ct1ms.. Jensen s findings, therefore, are extremely-useful to?fff
.-the social, polltlcal and educational establishment, which can now salVe its:f -

'_consc1ence with the concluslon that the programs whith 1t tried so hard and 80 ok
. /- ; .
*:equitably to 1n1t1ate for khelping the deprived' were unfortunately dOOmed from‘i

o
z

. ‘;jthe start by the 1nherent attributes of the deprived themselves.,'
One of the difficulties which the empiricist has, of caurse, is that he

“,;deals only 1n the external attributes of individuals._ He cannot concede that ii;;”

'V,pdbintelligence, or: 1ndeed any other attribute of an ﬁndividual, may be understoodf5'f

'{1n terms of the meaning of an 1ndividual's environment to him.; Empiricists

“”fivvare reducxng something ‘as. complex And as little understood as the working of the ‘

- A .
‘.,._.
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human brain to a set of mathematical equations , Probably the best example

of this. phenomenon is expressed by Eysenck (1969), who dismissed those who

t challenged Jensen s interpretation of a genetic baSis for I Q as characterized

_by "an ignorance alike of psychometric techniques of intelligence testing
‘ and blometrlc techniques\of genetic analySis. ‘It seems unreasonable to dis‘uss
the problem or write about it, when one cannot tell the difference between ‘
epistaSis and meiotOSis, reduCe a Hessenberg matrix, or determine.and Eigen -

yalueﬁ'(p. 4). ' In ‘the face of Suchbsc1entific~egocentricity one is tempted to fﬂh

assume the attitude of the ever commonsenSical Samuel Johnson who, when pushed T

[

uto frustration\With Bishop Berkeley s theory of the unreality of matter, kicked
'a stone and declared "I refute it thus"
The insen51tiv1ty of many psychometricians fails to take any account of

o the complexities of the real world Their blind use of I Q test data, which

o

- on the surface reSembles a valid attempt at quantification, 1eads to concluSions
E .which are not only erroneous but also 1ack any kind of relationship to reality..

fiFor instance Jensen (1972) reports-“”
- T S , _ v U
-On the baSis of a number bf surveys made larqely in England.
Kushlick concludes that 'mild subnormality in the -absence of ' )
- -abnormal . neurological signsg (epilepsy, electroencephalographic.-,-'*
. Or sensory . defects) is- Virtually confined to the lower. social
~class'. .He goes on to say 'there is evidence that almost no,
,children of higher social -class parents have I.0. scores of . :
‘- less than 80, unless they. have. one of the’ pathological - f} RS
. . pProcesses mentioned above' . The same- conclusion has been RN R
« 1 ':.drawn by other investigators and: is entirely consistent with
S8 L1 the writer's experience gained in conducting studies in =~
S "v._schools in lower class and middle class neighbourhoods (p 209)

Even a cursory acquaintance With the literature of the sociology of

"fiplurai societies makes it clear that, gévenithe very different relationships to

T
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a soc1al system'whlch mlnorltles mlght have, it 1s qulte meaningless to compare

them as though the’ only env1ronmental dlfferences between them are those of.
. LY .
SES. .
_ : y _ . .
It would appear that Jensen has three mlsconceptlons about the word

N

‘,}\\ environment ! ; L e

1. That the env1ronment is wholly external ahd concrete.

.

s ‘*j 2, That enV1ronmental varlables are dlscrete entltlesy the dlstribution-;
RS B . . S . :
of, whlch across the soc1a1 status contlnuum has a llnear assoc1at10n to a

cogn1t16% hlerarchy

’« (IR e .- ) ca o
- ..

‘3{¢' The use of a cognltlve def101t model of cultural difference._'
In conclu51on, ‘it seems that if Jensen meant hlS studles to be scientlfic,

mu
s

he lacks SUfflClent controIs,f Lf he meant them to be exploratory, he }s too
dogmatlc 1n hlS conclu51ons.: L
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- THE IAR SCALE

N .
If a teacher passes you to the next grade would 1t probably be -

a. because she llked you, or . _
b. because of the work you did? - o "

. - When you .do Well on-a test at school,_ls it more llkely to be

.
-

a. because you studled for 1t, or o - ;,
b. ° because the test was- espec1ally easy?

_when you haveytrouble understanding something in school, 1s it usually
a. because tHe teacher dldn t explain it clearly, or é;‘
b.  because you dldn t llsten cifefully? .

When you'read a stOry and can' t remember mich’ of 1t, 1s it usually

® )

a.  because the story wasn't well wrltten, or
b. . because you weren' t 1nterested in the story?

'vSuppose your parents say you are d01ng Well 1hjschool : Is'this likelyp
“to happenr . : : : . o o :

a. because your school work is good, or . .
b. - ‘because they are in a good mood? ,t

Suppose you - d1d better than usual 1n a subject at school. ,"Wogld'ltu~
probably happen : o . : ‘

a. because-you.tried“harderi or. .
b. because‘someOne.helped .you? - ‘ ‘:"‘};N-

_when'you lost at a game of cards or checkers, does it usually happen L

a. becaUSe the other player is good at the game, or R
" b. . because you don't. play well? BRI P ‘;.1~ﬂ~

3;.Suppose a person doesq t thlnk you are very bright or clever&g
'a.,f i can, you make\hlm change his mlnd if you try to, ora,‘f"'- ':.._, o
Cﬁ:l', are there some people who will thlnk you re not very bright nofg”

B matter what you do? ’ i : . o : :
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10.

11,

12.

13,

14.

150"
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If{you solve a puzzle‘quickly, is it

a. because it wasn't a very hard puzzle, or
b. . because you worked on- it carefully.

" If a boy or girl tells you that you are dumb is it more likely that

" they say that

a. because they are made at you, ' or.

N

b.. * because what you did really wasn t very bright?

!Suppose you study to become a teacher, scientist, or doctor,andfyou

fajl. Do you think this would happen

a. because you didn't work hard enough, or .

b. - because you needed some help, and other people didn t give it e
to you? ) - L G ‘ . S
When you. ‘learn something quickly in school isJit,usually _; e
. . e u . o )
La. - because you paid close attention, or

" b.. because the teacher explained it clearly?

If a teacher says to you "Yohr work is fine", is it

L\

'b.é'_ because you did a good job?

1s it

. a. because you didn t study well enough before you tried them,'br
" b. | because the téacher gave problems that were too hard? o

IWhen you forget something you heard in class, is it

.'a, because the teacher didm t explain it: very well or .
"--b;‘ because you didn't try very hard to remember? ' '

5)

- asked you,. but your answer turned out ‘to. be right.

happen o . o :
. - L . . . '-‘-;’

a. becauSe she wasn't ‘as particular as usual or.

b. '—because you gave the best answer you could think of? 5

._:\.

%va. 'v something teachers usually say to encourage pupils, or

When you find it hard to- work arithmetic or math problems at school

e? ..,és '

| ‘ ’ O .'v‘t: b &.‘.“ N
"«Suppose .you weren’ 't sure about the answer to a question ‘your teacher '
18 it likely to"

2

Lk T



© 17,

18,

‘e,

i9.,5

20, -

21,

22,

- 24.

s
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‘Wwhen you read_a story and remember nost ofrit, is it_usually R

- a. " because you were 1nterested in the story, or
“b. because the story was well written?

If your parents tell you you're acting silly and not thinking clearly,__a

- is it more likely to be

a. because of something you did or :
b. because they happen to be feeling cranky?

When you don t do well on a test at school, is it o

a. because the test was espec1a11y hard, or.

b. because Wou didn t study for it?

BN

.-When 'you win at a game of cards or. chéckers, dges it happen :

a. because you play really well ‘or . o
b. o because the other person doesn t play well? :

rIf people thlnk you re bright or clever, 1s 1t

a. because they happen to like you, or
b. because you usually act that way? .

AIf a teacher didn't pass you to the next grade, would it probably be

A'sa,.:' because she ”had it in for you", or: . .
b.'._ because your school work wasn t good enough?

Suppose you don t do .as well as usual in a subject at school.A would'

‘this. probably happen

%

'a. because ‘you weren 't as cgrgful as usual, or ., ..

b,j because somebody bothere you and kept you from working?

' .If a boy or girl tells you that you are bright, is it usually

a. because you thought up a. good idea, or
b. because they like you?

”Suppose you- became a famous teacher, cientist,or'doctor.,' Qo,youf,", .
tthink this wou1d happen : S o

"

'Za.'k because other people helped you when you needed it, or’

because you worked very hard? Q"“.;'”_ e i- Laglz”lf, ¢

co
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.31,

26.

.27,

28.

© 29,

30,

32.

33.

" b. becauselyou couldn't explain it well?

. b. because of something you did?

- £130-.

-

~ Suppose your parents say you aren t doing well in your school work
- Is this likely to happen ‘more : o . o .

: ,a.' ' because your work 1sn't very good, or
b’ because theﬁfare feeling cranky? '

Suppose you are’ showing a friend how to play a game and he has trouble,f

twith it. wOuld that happen o o : -,»: R Con

tarf because he wasn t able to understand how to play, or 7'4'

When you find 1t easy to work arithmetic or math problems at school, f;i =

‘fis 1t usually '

A 5,4" because the:teacher gave you especially easy problems, or

b. Q because you studied your book well before you tried them? o

,-_When you remember»something you heard in class, is it usually

a. because you'tried hard ta remember, or 7

._ b. because the-teacher explained it well? ,'?'

If you can-t«work‘a puzzle, 1s it more likely to happen

Al

Ca. i‘becauseiyou are not especially good at working puzzles, or

Cbi because thefinstruetions weren t written clearly enough?

';?If your parents tell you that you are bright or clever, is it more
'1ikely . : o o _ R

cas because they are feeling good, or r._f=»r,ef]'_ﬁl__)[,; : r,;f

ISuppose you ‘are explaining how to pday a game to a friend and he learns\s

quackly , Would :that happen more often R ‘
. '3@7 o because you explained 1t wellulor e ‘l . ';h. e S
. b, because he was’ able to understand it? co ;f”~,l'9,i '-7.ffg;ﬁ3f“,

"Suppose you re. not sure about the answer to a question your teacher asks :ff

you. and the answer you give turns out to be wrong.- Is it‘likely to -

.. happen Lt . - _A i . RN A i N v '. . 5 E : u
a. because she was more particular than usual, or .» SR R
b, = because you answered too quickly? e B AL R R
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.34,

If a teacher says to you “Try to do better", would it be
f"a;

‘ b. .

' 0 o -131- . &

v

because thi
harder, or

because your worMwasn' t as. good as usual? . ‘_j!» . =

is something she mlght sa‘ to gét ‘pupils to try‘
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“ . Figure Copying

N

Ten"examples of the ‘designs used-are given below. .







INSTRUCTIONS' FOR SHORT TERM MEMORY VISUAL (STMV) & .
I am- going to: show you SOme numbers.- I want you to watch the screen

L and do as I tell you (progect slrde I).; Look at these numbers, try to b l’fv

"*remember each number (pause then progect blank slide) Now write the numbersff;ﬂ;

i.f;?you saw on thls paper~ “ Good (If incoxrect repeat example I)

qu, 1et s try another one (project slide 2) Look at these numbers

A'iland try to remember them ;' (Pause, then project blank slide).e; Now write

";:ﬂjlook,at the numbers, then write the numbera onvthe pape

“:athe numbers you have Just seen.- (Repeat until subject underatanda the
fljlnstructlons and can successtIly reproduce the digits) |
Set timers.‘f_737v . |

Now we are gorng to try again but we will go a bit faster. Ready?

"1‘?(Engage timers (as the first sequence progreaees say) look at the nunbers ....._t.rj

. wrlte ‘..‘.),."? :

Let's try another set.n Ready (engage timars)’f:"

’T N i o .
(Start test wrth each trial precededaby a road' signalr*
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T T U ENI
. INSTRUCTIONS FOR' SHORT TEBH HEMORY}AUDITORY.(STHB)
- PEISICRY S

f; I emlgoing to say some Qorde, When I am finished I want you to say ;f;:};:
.jtge words jUSt the way I sa1d them,‘: There will be fonr words in each group
,_'1'11 repeat the 1nstruct10ns , I am 901ng to say eome groups of WOrds, o

.iwhen I am flnlshed I'want you to say the words juSt the way I said them,, ;2;.%,“¢_
' d;~Let s try a group of words Ready? Big, long, great, tall (Pause), you ry"du

‘rshould have sald blg, long, great, tall.iv Each time I say a group of four ,_5 -
words, I want you to say the words in exactly the same order that T do |
.{;Let s txyyanother group of words. ' Ready? | Cow, day, key, few (Pause), 'you ?Ei{dﬁ
dshould have sald,‘coy, day; key,ﬂfew.' Let s try one more lxst of words “e::i§~;f'
'jReady? Man, mad, map, pan (Pause). yOu should have said, man,- mad, map: P‘“
E,You see when 1 say a, group of words, I want you to say the same just ag 1 do;.;g‘f.

jfiNow let's try another group of wordilf Ready? (Beqin test)

'.«Word lists presented for STMA tegtk_[_Q.JHE,} "£\~f

“*ey-c'f]thét,f’,lféééi;g;j;**

L 6 " Book . by r wall “ hot




10,
11,

- ;1?;

13,

40

16{

j719i ; ?é§£'.
lf;?é;’f7cép7v

1%1235-:'Cah{

- 24

" tap

key

cab .

‘.b‘a.r

" : cal_:i, '
mat
few

gy

" mat fpah_.
' dai' | cow
cap . cat -

pen -féW'

45asecdhd rést‘.f

[

man - mad -
can . cap

pan+  cat
.mad - mat
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“tap ' man
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Ccat

“sap

R o

‘m‘?P G

Ccow . bar wall .
can
bOOk ST
Ctap, o
book  day . hot
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' ADMINISTRATIVE INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE RAVENS
£ : o _ o o
PROGRESSIVE COLOURED MATRICES

\ . o ’ ) B N

Penc1ls and record forms are. distrlbuted The people to be tested
are’ asked to f111 1n part1cu1ars about themselves on the record form .V“When;'

»
L

this has been done th -test books are glven out They are asked not to open

the books untll,everyone 1 ready

The- person 1n char e says.A"Open your books to the f1rst page.'r It is B

llke thlS" . He opens a book or demonstration enlargement for the group to.
’1See.' "At the ‘top it says Set A and you have a column A here, on your scorlng f

form. ThlS‘;S”A.l.- You see what 1t 1s. ' The upper part is a pattern w1th

'a-bit'nissino | Each of these b1ts beIOw (he p01nts to each in turn) is the f‘3f5g
rlght shape to flt the space but they dd not all complete the pattern.; | |
u “Number 1. (he po1nts to the Blt and then to the pattern) is quite the wrong |
/‘fpatteré? Numbers 2 and 3 are wrong - they fit the space, but thev are not the‘a:;h
"d.irlght pattern.»_ What about Number 6? It is the\right pbttern (he illustratesgyits

f;;that the pattern 1s the same as the pattern above) but it ddbs not qo all over{f_:;f
.\, . o

":g?iPut your fznger on the one that 1s quite right" . The person in“charge noticesfifiﬁ

.':'jhere, agalnst Number 1 ;n Column A on your scoring form..1 Do not*‘urn._ve» yet"

- 1f thls 1s done correctly If necessary he gives furtQSr'explanation and then}f;;f
S Pl . - 1 R

The person in charge waits for everyone to finish and continuea***'bh?f'fffgi

'fq;every page 1n your book there 1s a pattern withia_bit missing .You have to ‘*}?f
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O

dec1de each t1me whlch of the b1ts below ;s the right one to complete “the -
pattern.above; ‘When’ you have found the right bit. you wrlte the number of it
.down on your ecorlng form agalnst the number of the pattern.: They are srmple :
at the beglnnlng and get harder as you go on. There lS no catch be.you“J
pay attentlon ‘to: the way. the easy ones go you w111 flnd the later ones less

dlfflcult. Try each in turn, from the beglnnlng rlght to the end of the book

Work at your own pace. - Do not miss any out : Do not turn back See how many '
' you can get'right. You can-have aS’much time as you like, Turn over and-do
the next one".h A _ o ,_j'_. . ;;.

When suff1C1ent tlme has been allowed for everyone to write down the

)

'ankier to A. 2 the person in charge says- "The right~one of course is Number 5

: See that you have wrltten the figure 5 agalnst Number 2 in Column A on your
/ Rt '

form. = Go on like that by yourselves until you get to the end of the book" L
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e
‘ INSTRUCTIONS FOR CROSS-MODAL ‘CODING
( . ) S P h : FR .
I am g01ng‘to ‘let you 1lStEH to some’ patterns of sounds | ﬁisten -
‘carefully (Examples I, 2 and 3 without the visual stlmulus cards were o

presented). 'Each of the patterns you heard aresjust like the~dots yonsee"
on this card. (Card.shown)'- Let's take a look at: each one. Here'is-nhat

‘the first one sounded like. (Example 1 presented) ’ This is what the
second one sounded like g (Card 2 shown and example 2 presented) You seeLf

/

:It is Just 11ke the dots that ‘are on- this card. Let's take a. look at thea
other one-that we llstened to._' (Card 3 shown and example 3 presented) o
'Each pattern you hear is g01ng.to be like one of the dot patternp you see here.
i»Let me show you. Llsten", (Card 4 shown, example 1 presented) (N B Card

4 and a11 subsequent cards contarn three possible sound patterns of which One :

“jls correct; Cards 1 to’ 3 contain only the correct pattern) Which one . did ﬂh,--

you'hear?' It was this one. (Examiner points to ‘the correct pattern)

rLlsten agaln, then you show me whlch one you heard Ready? . (Card 5 shown

»and example 2 presented) Which one is it? (Subject points) Let s ;isten ~:f

R

— to a. d1fferent one.,' Ready? (Card 6 shown, example 3 presented) , Which one

15 1t thls tlme? Let s try another one.‘A You show me which one you heard

C8

'Ready? (Example l presented, followed immediately by card 7) Listen again

'-g’and then show me whxch one you have heard?b' (Example 2 presented, then card 8

:shown)v Ready? (Example 3,,then card 9) Raady? (Exunple 1, then card 10):&-

PR

A

'1*‘Ready? (Example 2 then card ll) . Ready? (Exanple 3 then card 12). _%;ﬁ',; B
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S

_ the subject did not correctIy 1dent1fy any of the last three stimuli the
-1nstructlons were repeated unt11 he could. ‘ Listen carefully and pick out

“the dots that look llke the tones you hear ~Ready? (Test itemvl p:esented;»-

followed by the rest of the test)

i



o

eomonx s



-146-
N I E N B S T
" I.E.E. I“TERVIEWSCHEDULE .- L

i

. BACKGROUND' * * .

Mother's name:

_Father's name:

.luéther‘Eleducétioﬁ{'

‘Father's education:

_ébUrcevof inbdﬁe:_'

'Type of dwell;ng yo

‘-- Number of children~:; ,ﬁ ‘}"}ff;f} “;;§qyéf3f

lﬁNumber of people 11v1ng in home’f»“{5?5fu'  E

- UESTioﬁs;f’: _5 ,,;i¥,x1¥ f‘AP EREEE *fjf;ﬁ._tV"i"'”

l . . How do you feel about the school proqress of youx child? PPN

IJVWhat makks do you expect h1m to receive?

7} LWhat marks satlsﬁ"you?

3;%‘“- Expect-.;ﬂ- R



"'Fi37i n

;-
15;f:'.IWhat is the ‘minimum level of education that you think your child ‘must if?
. .recelve? o s . O Mok
| éf fTiWhat k1nd of wark would you like to see your child do when he grows‘uo?
}, What' klnd of work would you not 11ke your child to do? | : |
?L"f )How 1mportant w111 education be 1n achieving the goals you havs fé:krfg:‘f

>

L your Chlld? ‘

. O o N . e E SR

': How much 1mportance is education going to have in the life Of your child?

-~ will hls future status be radically affected7if heidoes nOt\sttai.**°
"1eve1 Of education you wish h1m to qttain?

8L W what organlzations ‘or clubs, if any, do you belong to? (P T A.,Lu\;

i'QPolitical)

- f?Does your child know what you do in these organizations? :Yosig'sgﬂoﬁﬂ‘fiﬂ

-i_f“What are your favourite recreational pastimes? Your huaband's?

o

fwhat generall:'results from such discussion? e




et

'iiéfn

'Z,iriesfl.]if j@No?v e

12

i:i If so, when? ;uﬁf F:k.fa:%';whyg'J;Jlf“;qf&,%ﬁ;j:;:t

“e:; l3} :

f,.';.1?4"1-‘
'iﬂflé

."ﬁ i7::7

How does he generally do in school?

The least ‘gf’ff”f57‘

How often do you ask your ohild how well he is doing in school

Yes, all

iy
-xq '.

Have you had any experlence ln teachinq? Hhat experience?

."

Has your husband had any experience? Yes'f“fffilifhd. B

Have you met your chlld's present teacher? Yes . »T»-;*Na, 'fe"“;,f'{'"

If you ask for a. meeting, for what purpose?f

What marks does he usually recelve?

~if§,ff

What are hlS best subjects? His weakeat?"

Best

Weakest

What subjects has he improved in the most 1n the past year?.~;; “x>>,qu’V,"“

The most

How often does the school 91Ve our report'carda?_ 1;_%?»f7n7f“ SULEREOE Y

Do both parents see them? Yes ‘ :3?fr8§;.vx ;:-@!’f'f:.jfff;;;“,ifiigj;;jg;ﬁ

In what ways do you use the report cardg?

What 1n partlcular do yqu ask him?

Do you know what text books he uses inedifferent aubjectsfin school?




18.

M AR ‘ '@,

'fDo you know your Chlld'S best friends in the neiqhbourhood and at

B school? ';YéS; 5,1' 4_'fNof‘£,'

- Do You-apprové:of fhem?-"iea S fo5‘9Noﬂ31';"”

f‘ How would you rate these chlldren in their studies?

19,

v,JIf so, how? o

f,Do you help your Chlld in choosing his friends? y:"'..f;jﬂnd£::"?‘

BDo you help your chlld read biographies of great people? Yes ;;%,'"

it

Mo ”ﬂ‘;:}..Namé,ffff;ﬁ Tf”:*:' 7,3*?°‘a5,*7i7faﬁ»=ff'

¢ comtm—————

. Has he read any biographies in the past two months? ves . . -

PP

;ﬁfN°”5iw“L’ Num“f,h*bnﬂjT;n'i1;;.7*_r;}.{u“

T 20,

N 2.

“y~;about what people learn in. college, etc )

220 Have.

‘“f_educatlon of your child? ¥'sl5‘

'ﬁ‘educational goals? (e g. tellin%JLim about colleges. talking to"him

‘Ql,you give up?

;oDo you dlscuss hls school marks with him? “sv}f~5ff'iéfNoff”ffi-

'5'5What partlcular thlngs do you discuss with him? L

Do you have plans for your child to go to High Sch001? qﬁ_j“f3w’“

':*'No-"i.f If so, what have you done to prepare financiafiy for this?ff;iifi

'7 In what other ways, if any, do you prepaxe him for the attainment of

ﬂ

-7Iibuying a new bar! giv1ng up a job, etc., for th presen an _or"_uture ﬁa,fi |

o




" la

. Criteria: -

B ,"gnc'sti'ons‘::

e .

© Rating Scale: - .

.'l, 1’ 2 3 4,.5' 6, 4{ R

' '9» EERE

"'high marks, A-plus _es, in 3¢hoql‘ SRR o

. _VOnly up to high schooJ. Very modc__rcte and uncertain
S :jl"ﬂ.occupatioml expectation. Expected grades €
’ -.';jscme B's.. [ .

) Abgem of any long tezm odu'
‘ _:.:'j..»_goals.

. PARENTAL""AS?IRA*IWS :'FOB'VI'i'HE’ -Ebvci\TI_ON 'ioiFV THE' CHIL'D‘:' o
. ' Nature of the educational and vocational les

.x Level of expectation of the educational acccmplislments .

ﬁ"

-l"

--,"Beyond four years of college.' Occupational expectation

requiring very high education.” Expectation of very

SN

'.,“F‘o\'n": "y"éa‘is of ’coiléga. 3 Occupatioml expectation
o .requirmg high education. Expectaticn of A s with sotne

ut.At least through high BChOOl Sane college education B
e desired .Moderately high Occupational aspiratie n.
Expectation of B's with scme 3'3 u\d somc c,'_ g

s with

iny na.rrow and :Lmed




1b.

Criteria:

- Questions:

Rating Scale: '

R il

9

“ PRRENTS! INTERESTji&'ACADEMId‘AcﬂIEVEME&T {"”‘,

8, 9,_10, 11, 12

. Both parents agtive 4n educstional organizations and

educational progress of the child

Only ons of the parents occasionallyga'tiv'7

~151-

* Extent of participation in the educational activities

(e g., reading, PTA) S Lo

»_'* Keenness for the educational progress of the child

activities, - Very particular about the éduCaticnal

. progress aof the child,

Both or’ any one of. the parents active in educatiqnal

organizations and activities., Particular about the ;clirf{g

only one of the parentsqpccasiomally activa in

>-educationa1 organizations andiactivities; . Fairly

particular about the educational prcgrsss of the child. :}r,*'

Ty .I-,-‘:'q". Ca e e o @

educstional organizations and ‘activit: vNot quitc
particular about the educational prog' ss of the

;-gjf;fﬁz"z

or activity
progress of
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e L o : Qﬂg' | ' T \. B Y .1k
Cle. - KNOWLEDGE OE THE EDQCATIONAL PROGRESS OF THE CHILD
o : v\ A . : o
. Criteria: o . Extent of knowledge of the chlld's educational progress

t'm

_* Extent of knowledge of the textbooks used by the child
o and his coursed of - study.: L S

. Questions;,\...t:13, 14, 15, 1s, 17;'13"» SRR '_ ey

A

'vaatinngcale:

9 Detalled and. up-to-date knowledge about the daily S
T ‘progress of the child in the. ‘school. Knowledge ‘about.
. the’ specxfic topics being ‘studied or recently completed
by ‘the -child- in different eubjects Good" vauaintance f‘ ‘
’j with all the textbooks used by the child - f R T
. i RS

T Detalled knowledge ebout the daily progrese of the ;;;. E
-+ child in the. school.. Knowledge about’the general .
; i.,topics covered .or being covered Acquaintance with _
‘;’;gsome of the textbooks.'gﬁo SIRERIN ST NN ﬂt,f-,f;'

L Tt i s R e N E O
5 -"~'1;'1;Genera1 idea about the child 8 progrese tn terms of '44:.*
. subject-wise gradés. Knowledge of the general: topics ;
.+ covered’ in some of ‘the eubjecte. Acquaintence ‘with .A{f3os
j‘fjone o: two textbooke‘ el K T e

T3 h'»',ifsame gross 1dea ebout the child‘s school ptogrees n" RRS S
' .. 7. terms of general grades. Knowledge of the eubjects -ﬂi1ﬁ.g‘_ﬁag,
. studfed but>not the topics. No ecquaintance with I
’7;textbooks. e e L e T e e

_-"""~ ERCIE P L

,,Sfi}f;j&l,jl’fuo knowledge of the child‘s school progress.. N
: L *_~know1edge of the textbooks or: topies of study.;*al




' Critérié:'

ey
TR
e

,Queétions:

#Rating Scale

A good financ1al preparation, or achievement of best ‘
‘.grades in- the hope of. getting good scholarships for
- higher learning. ' Alsg ‘fairly: good academic and mental
R preparation for higher learning SERTERN N

.;F;'No financlal or other preparation;
. _u"higher educational goals.;s,,»*n..

v L—;ij." /,ﬂf’ff/

- PREPARATION AND PLANNING FOR THE RTTAINMENT OF
EDUCATIONAL GOALS ’ :

S

¥ Financ1al preparation ; o 4_ - ;éf

- Academic and mental preparation (e.g., emphasizing 1:,f

good grades as preparation for higher 1earning, U
selecting bright children as friends) R

_

| 1_3. 18, 19, 20}. 21.-,_- 32

L *;‘,'?.

JSOund flnancial preparation. Aleo academic and mental o
'ipreparation for higher learning. PR

’:;Moderate financial preparation, or a desire to do it but
./ 'not yet done.. Some efforts toward: academic and mental
L preparation for higher learning.}f RPN S

- . B
IEETIN . [ SR
! . .

: .’,Only incidental preparation.: No definite,plans made
S yet Moderately ‘high’ educational goals, -However, the 7,v
a,up,parents are aware of the need for’ ‘doing - financial and B

U jother preparation to reac the goals. IR _ .V::Z

T T S
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR THE I-E SCALE L

&*

prs

»

Thls is a questlonnalre to f1nd out’ the way in whlch certaln 1mportant

C e

events 1n our soc1ety affect’ dlfferent people. Each item con31sts of a palr
4] _O‘_

of,alternatlves lettered a or b. - Please select the one statement of each

'palr (and only one) Wthh you more strongly belleve to be the case -as far as '3'

.

: you are concerned. . Be sure to select’ the one you actually believe to be more

0

. true rather’ than the one YOu thlnk you should choose or: the oné you would llke .

‘to be true. Thls is a measu;e of personal bellef obvxously there are n0c'”

,'rlght or wrong answers. o
L In ‘some 1nStances you may dlscover that you believe both statements qr
. R 4
nelther one._v In such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly

-

belleve to be the Case as far as you are concerned j Also try to respond to

s @

'-each‘item 1ndependently when making your choice: do not be 1nf1uenced by your

. . - .- o o ~", B .‘- L o ‘::\ ,
.prev1ous ch01ces. B IR e T T H._¢:;“'£¢, o



a.

. ’f No matqér how hard you try some - people Just don t like you._i .

-156~

f Children get into troqbie‘because their parents punish themvtoo‘
much. | , >y | .
_ The trouble w1th most children nowadays is that thelr parents
lare too easy with them ‘ |
| _Many of the unhappy thlﬁgs in people s llves are partly due to j
| bad luck ,' S .- S , 'o‘, R fd
People 8 misfortgnes result from the hlstakes they make. |
_One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don't .
> take enough 1nterest in politlcs.A . . R
»There will always be wars, ho matter how hard people try to

Prevent them - ; R TREY. o _
In the long run people get the respect they desetve in this world
.Unfortunately, an indiv1dua1's worth often passeshunrecognized no‘
‘.matter how hard he trles. AN | | |
The-ldea that teachers are unf;ir tohstudents isfnonsenseﬁg

Most students don t reallze the extent to whlch their'grades are. |

1nf1uenced by acc1dental happenlngs.. | | :
‘:W1thout the rlght breaks one cannot be an effectlve leader.i-‘“'

:Capable people who‘fall:to become 1eaders_have;not taken3advantage K

. of thelr opportunltles.._ o "__:;. ' o {1ng:l:._' { o

B People who can t get others to llke them~don t understand how to

get along w1th others._
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10,

12,
13,

14.

.15:

’i-nothing to do w1th it.

'5turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow.vl1fxgj57

~:‘1uck

‘flS?P'

N

Heredlty plays the major role 1n determinlng one's- personallty

.

It is one's experlence 1n life whlch determine what they re like.
I have often found that what 1s going to happen will happen.

Trustlnq to fate has never turned out as well fodﬁme as m&king a

.o

dec1sxon to take a def1n1te course of actlon.,‘

In the case of the well prepared student there is rarely 1f ever:~f

'_’such a thlng as an unfalr test ' "'A-if{ -25_‘ (9

" Many ‘times exam questlons tend to be so unrelated to "urse work~

that studylng is really useless.,.

\

:iBecomlng a success is a matter of hard work 1uck has little or

Gettlng a good JOb depends mainly on belng in the right place at_g;"

/"

'the rlght tlme..

The average c1tlzen can have an influence in government decisions.

.‘d;-This world 1s run by the few people in power, and:there;is not. ‘:'}’

e -+

much the 11tt1e guy can do about it

'~When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work

&

It 1s not always w1se to plan too far ahead because many thinge

: There are certaln people who are Just no good.

fThere is some good 1n everybogy

- 1In,my case gettang what I ‘want has little or nothing to do with .f?['];jf“

ot 3
. RS

‘ Many tlmes we’ mlght Just as well decide what to do by flippxng a‘_'




16.

17.

18.

19.
.20,

21, o

o2,

1a21ness, or all threa

.1p011t101ans do 1n office 4/

ase- . e

. .
Who gets to.be the bOSS often depends on who was lucky enough

to be in the rlght place flrst., L L

- Gettlng people to do the rlght thlng depends upon ability, luck
~has. llttle or nothlng to do w1th 1t. o
.As far as world affalrs are concerned, most of us are the victimsb.
'“of forces‘we ‘can nelthet understand, nor control | |

.By takmg an actlve part in pohtlcal and social affairs the .

‘fpeople can control world events | - | |

‘Most people don't reallze the extent to which their lives are R

,\.

controlled by ac01dental happenings.g

‘There really lS no. such thlng as'"luck"
‘ COne should always be wxlllng to admit mistakes, ﬁf :

7.It is usually best to cover up one's mlstakes. s

- "r'

It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you.

o

A"How many frlends you have depends upon how nice a person you are;;ff_.
‘ In the long run the bad thlnqs that happen to us are balanced by_. ;
"the good ones ”

tMost mlsfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance,_ ';,

N ‘Wxth enough effort we can wipe out political corruption.;bﬁ‘:f'i"

It is dlfflcult for people to have much control over the things ;U“




A 23. ‘a;

. ‘.b‘.l‘

0 .

24.. a.

b.

. 25. a.

b,

. 26;*\ ‘a.

b.4

127.f_ a;_

b.

280 a.

b,
99, al

5,

igrades I get

; Tthey do

“Anatlonal as well as on a local 1eve1

0,

‘159f"{

Sometimes'I can'tvunderstand.howAteachers~atriVeaat the_gradesf

There is a dlrect connectlon between how hard I study and the ;:“

'A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they

should" do

A good leader makes 1t clear to everybody what thelr jobs are

Many tlmes I feel that I have 11ttle 1nf1uence over the things h :

' ithat happen to me

It is 1mposs1b1e for me to believe that chance or luck plaYs an S

1

’1mportant role ‘in my 11fe
ZPeOple are lonely because they don't try to‘te friendly.;“~y”5 4

. t'There LR not muchjése in trying too hard to please people, if they:"3~c

11ke you, they like you

?'.There is too much empha51s on athletics in high school
;LTeam sports are an. excellent way to build characGer.
yWhat happens to me is my own doxng.;. | T
ILSometimes I feel that T don t,have enough c0ntrol oVer the direction
”!”my life is taklng-,iz:"h" ' S

_Most of the tlme I can't’ understand why politicians behave the way

‘~; : . - Cy

In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a ;f
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B (}"o'nslr.uctiogi a:;_d Us"c 'o} au'OcégqmlibndI f'c_‘f(m.‘ Séalc e o f[;

Tablc 1 Occupmons nnkcd and groupcd :1ccordmﬂr to combmcd T
. standard scores for i income and ycwrs of schoolmg, by scx, S
: Cauada 1951° » 2 : S

°°°“P“l'°" - SCX A,chlt_c'f' S ~Oécub1t‘foh- o Sex .'5\@,5_1 .

‘ Classl B T Manul’aclunn«mam«cu :Mf" 830

o ]udgcs o M 900 Comummtyscrvuce ' AR
" Dentists*. M 825 - . workers® o M 624

'Pb)s:cnns and surgcons M O 8l2 Soctal welfare \\orkcrs Foe28

~clawyers© . M 188 . 'Ostcopﬂhs and - EPRRRE

’ Engmwrs chcmlml s M T8 clnropmclors o

© Actuaries L M 718 School teachers - M B

*Engineers, mining - 474 Librarians L oM 620

. Enginecrs, clcclnml 752 Accountants and audxtors ; 1 BLE

- Enginecrs, civil D150 “A"‘,'w“ editors, and- o o0 L

- Avchiteets . - M oy T joumalists® o o p o 614 S e

o L Gt _Clergymcn SRR ¥ G AR
 Class2 o Designers, clothlng

, Stauslmnns R 129" - Govt. service omcnh : SR

" Fngincers, mcchaniml - 1726 . ‘Transportation’ manaf'nrs M-

. Professors. - . 920 - Fapmerss Lo

- Stock and bond broLe\'s M 709 0 Oommumty :ervice
Vetcnnamns g M 698 . . workers. :
* Business service of ccxs‘_.-'.. 698, Dnspntchcxs, train

., Statisticians j : ' 688 ..+ Designers, cloth -

o Mining m'lmgcrs 679 - . Insurance agents .
- Finance managers - 61T ~ Foremen, communfc\uon_f.'

Osteopathsand R ' Advertising. ngcnts

» .. chiropractors | - - _6‘];3' © " Managers ncst -

. ,_’~-Di_eﬁ'ljaﬁs"_.“‘ . '67.0 -+ - School teachers ~ F
" Professors. - 68.7 - . Adtistsand teachers of et M
-':'fChcmlsts and : _’Nurscs. gmduale R R

" motallyrgists - .63.8°. - Real estate. ngcnlsand S
= .'Oﬂ'ccrs,qnncdforccs g5l 7 dealers MY
‘Abrpllots - . o 768.0 .. Social \wlfarcworlersk.fg M

" Chemjsts and 5 A S ‘-_'»Rctail (mdc man:lgcrs‘ .M 8

o metallurgists .F SR e
b ',-Agrlculluml profcscipmls . L C’”SS

‘Electricity, gas, and R Actor: . S 4

v awaterofficlals T M cor BRT Commctcfnl travcllcxs

" Other professions -~~~ M . ‘810 . ~Advertising dgents - | - F

. Construction m1n1gcrs M7 638 .+ Forestry x managers .M

* Wholesale tmdc S Artists; mmmcrchl S
managers .t *_'j‘M-, . 635" Radioannouncers . M.

L .-,Lﬂmnans e F 634 ,‘Laboralorytcchn!chmf

Anlhors, cdntors nnd RN O mesd v
]ounnlisls ol M e Arlfsu commcrcl:\l

622 .
628 ¢

»
—

Jzxxz
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ot

-1628

.- Music teachers -
" Teachers nesi$
" Office eppliance opcnto:'s

. Teachers mest - -
* . Retail trade managers

e Petrolcuny refincrs..

“ " Engravers; cxcépt
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R

~ Occupation” . -

Séx

" Scorct”

'Vmﬁwmf7

,. ;Sc__x‘ |

-'Sc‘or,é‘[‘, <

“Class 3 (contlnurd)
- 'Draughtsmen
" Brokers, agents, and
appraisers. .
‘Inspectors,
- communication
v Arhsts and tcachcrs of art:
'»,Survc}oxs
" Recreation service oﬂ‘cch'
Purchasing agents . -
Agents, ticket station
Labontory tcchmcmn: g
‘nest

o

| Stcnovnphcrs and typxsts?' .
- Conductors, railway " “

" Radio operators

" Locomotive.engincers ..

: Photo-cngravers

‘Telegraph opcntors B

" “Foremen, mining -
'-Wmdow-dccontors
S -Nurscs graduatc Lo

S Stcnographcrs P

Class re .
c 'BooLLccpcrs and cashicrs

. Forcwomcen, -

communication -

- Foremen, matuficturing:
-~ Photographers
- Inspeetors, construction .-

P Window-dccontors
" Telegraph-operators .-

- “Toolmakers

photo-engravers

L Undcrtalcrs N

oo Officeclerks:,

Do Locomotive. fircmen . -
A Bool. l:ecpcrs aud cash!cn

M

M.
wVf
M
M

M
M

o

M

M

M
M
Mo
M
M

?M»
Mo
SR
M
M,”"

560

$n

{ﬁqg[
- Captains, maes,- pxlots ‘

55.0..

. 548 4
U518
543

542
Co54Y
540
L 54 0 ;
5836
534
88
1. 838
. 528
- 523
529
521 .
B2

518
518 -
5L
T S
516 _
"‘Photogmphlc occupﬂions-

N Forcmcn, cominercial - -
,Pcrsonal xcmco oﬂiccn

o Composltors
lnspcctors. mehl
" Paper-makers

i Photographers

! "Policemen

. * Firemen, firc (Tcpartment
: *‘Prcssmen and p]ale . ;

=~ Electricians .
, Machinlsts me’lni

ine '“"'",'_Enginccnng oﬂicers
519
S -_.,Baggagcmcn

516

516
e
5ﬁu*

518
B2

51.2 .
.sxz&

'EGollcctors ,
- 'Dental mcch'miu .
- Sulphite. ‘cookers ‘

'IA " Operators, elccﬁlc stréc& v
S mﬂmy A

‘Mcchanies, airplane”
. Inspectors, metal products
- “Musi¢ teachers - 0

;Rolling-mm men ' . |
- Auctioncers . s R
lnspcctors and gmdcn o

: Bralcmcn xaﬂ\\ay UM
. - . Power-station’ opcralon M. -

 Office-appliance operators . M .

Doctdr, dentist attendants: F - -

Motion-picture - -
pro;cclionisis R
Radio rcpairmen .

Foremén, transportation -

Class 5
Pattcmmakets

Office clerks.

‘printers” .
Telephone opcrators
Lincmen and. scrviccmcn

. (on shfps)

Tmnsporhthn !nspcclon w

Farmers

‘nesd

Assemblers, elcc(ric'\lﬁ .
_cquipment

ﬁ:z;ZZz“

;Zﬁﬁzzgikigéﬁg

??ﬁ?*¥=?%x:???zii?z:=ﬁﬁ_

511

510

510
508

To508
508

,m7w

505 U '




© v Milliners
SRR Constmcuon fon.mcn

L ;-Ophclans I
Lo Bus~drivcrs IR
. Heattreaters = -° =

B Boﬂermakcrs

 Weldors

©_Fitters, metal .-
N Millmen™ 272~
" Wire-drawers .

- ‘Coremakets -
. Riggers

o . \\'Irc-dr.m 'Cis.

;Q\ 3»

>

‘ -163-

5 C-br_xs’truc[iqn and Use of an jO_\cl‘czq_xqu."ondl"Clh.ss'S¢dlc'-' 455

A

.Ocdxpallbn- Sex. Scorct

Ot e St

Class 5 (mnlmucd)
_Stalnonary cnginéers,
Bookbinders .. -

" Tire- aud tubc buddcrs
Canvassers:
- Teléphone operators M
Switchmei and sxgua!mcn M.
= .Optlclans . M
Jewiellers and’ watch~ TR
. maKers . M
Personal sery ice _wor!:crs R 00
Asscinblers, clcclrieal- R
~ :-equipment . SOOM 481
. Tirc~ and tube- buddcrs: M 4810
. Mlllwngh(s o . 480 -
- Religious w orkcts m.e.s. t.r M 480
“Fitters, metal : L AT9
418 -
4T
416
410
4TS

487
486
. 484
482
482
482
48.2. -

.M
M
F .
M.

P
-48.1

&

cfz

& Religlous ‘workers nue.s.t
'Phatogmphic woxkcrs .
- nest.

| e
Machine. opcrators, mctal. k

: A 4180
j]ewcﬂcrs and walch, E n
S makers .
. Other boolbindmg worlcrs
Celomesd oo
o Salc: clerks -

: - Holstmen, cranemcn

: ._-'47.2 i
412
S 4TS
- ATR
412
479

42?22:_?Qz~ﬁ5122%?:%

. _ Mechanics n.c. st
- Mechanics, xaihoad

R T

478 -
4Ty
4T
T ‘7' S
V4TY
410

e Cuttess, textile- goods

s -Sheétmetal workcrs
. Shippirig. clcrls

aee
M

" '4'c s: L

“Othier, ranks; :mncd lorccs _ ,

g Eleclroplatcrs .

" Plurabers
. Motonncn

- Machinc operators, mctal

U Fiess
Upholsterers ="
- Knilters -

Wood-lnspectors

- Batbers: + o

- Milliners: -

- Tobacco pxoducls

' ‘Fumaccmcn R
. Furiiers e

" Oﬁlcr boolbindmg v.orkcn

+ " Liquor and: beve}ag.c

Postmcn
: Meatocanncrs .
. Other. upholstcnng \\oﬂ\cn

" Polishcrx, mctal

‘ Mcchnnlcs, motor

472 | Cabinct: qnd !'umnturc- B
L Loom-ﬁ.tcrs -
Weavers, tcxtﬁe

o Miners”

: Lubellers | BT
o Nurscs.!ntrn!nlng,l:
: .Meat-canncrs

M
,M-‘:;H
Paint-makeis M. o
M .. 463
L ML 408
LML 48

DR TR
402
IR (-
481

468 i
407
4068
465
464

Quarrlers

@

workcrs

-Brothiers’ T
Papcr~box makers .

zigzﬂﬂ

Cawe
;,«w-;‘;.ﬁ

nest
Cor,cmalcrs
Vuleanjzers

workers .-

'ﬁzz : ,':l:‘_",n

‘nest -
Boolblndcu _
Txanspor!alion storagc.

eommunlcation A orkcrs

‘

Forders” L
Stnictural (ron wbﬂcers ‘

Textile ctors -

L

F 3 _.g a‘_;'f'ﬁig_-f'egﬁ_;}j § '_; {'_-l;-'f

‘wakers

‘Butchers <+
‘Logging. forcmen'

N4

Fami m'mngm
Pla:tcrcu

;##iiﬁ:ﬁiﬁg
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Occupation .- S_cx _S‘corof OCtupa(inn i Sex " Scoret -

SR Chss 5 (coutmucd) el Othcrpcmonal scnicc el
"o Textile inspcctors CM 451 o workers: L UF 438
Other pulp- and- p'\pcr P T Truek drivers . VUM 70486 - -
workcrs SN o F- 451 Packers and wrappm M 4380
.o .o . Finishers, wood - - LM . 486 O
o ‘C]assﬁ AN meshcts, tcu‘ilc SO ML 4080
_ Wm'dcxs and warpers ... F "-__‘45.0'3 Tanpers: M 486 .
- “Caiders and dra\»mg fnmc L "Hat- and cap- makcrs COUFL 488 0 L
- workers UL R 450 « Cutters, leather -~ - M 435'..7"» :
T Salesderks L R 450 * . Commercial packcrsand ST
o Mouldcrs.mcml M 450 Swrappers - F. -43.4 L
~ Numses, praclical . M 450 Teamsters - i - oMo 484
v < Cutters, textile:goods F. _ 449.° _Stonc-cutters =~ . M o434
" 'Elevator- tenders S F - '44L8-,;‘  Rivetersand ivet. o o A
", Tailoresses | o F- -‘-448 © 7 Cheaters- .o c ‘M o484
. Textile mspcctors M. 448 Buttcr and cheese. mal.ers M._’-*_;'f'.43..3‘. SR
7 <Potmen. Sy : M ..448'- Chauﬂ'curs R Mes 488 BT
Timbermen . {3 oo M 447 - Boiler fremen - M. 438
LM
M
F
F.
M

-

Prospectors - 447 Spinners UL ,‘3.31.; RS
;'{4 7_ Impcc,lors nes. R
T gradcm R S
446 Waitcrs {1
_ ‘;Kﬂnbumcrs A - 44.6 Caq)enlcu SETE '
.+ Brick and stone masons Mo 446 “Sewers and: Sc\VIng macb!ne MR
-+ ‘Construction- machlne KF SR “operators MCD 488

<., operators. ~ .o TN e 445 “»Forestrangers . . M , ]

: ?I'.Canvasscrs IR SRR T ¥ g Locl\-lccpcfs. canalmcn ML
- Service-station aucndants M 444 Wood tumers ., - M
. Painters and decorators M 7444 Lnbourcrs mmcsand R L

.~.Hat- and cap: -makers  "'44.:4>'.  -quarres: .V M 481 oo

_+ 'L Bleachers and ‘dyers - 444 v 'Sc\\crs and scwing- S T
S Spinners and twisters. ; -"'443* : machine opcrators B 430

- - Rubber: shoc makcrs e 442 Bricl: and ‘stone masons. F A8 s
- Porters - EERIRE ._442 . Textile. impccloxs s -'-' JEe
' v'l‘obacco PI“O({UCB S Mtlcln'nc opcntors boot RN o
. workers L -{.’;-Mﬂ “o. - and shoc SRR LS Ry
U Milers,, ! AL Knmors " / R Lo
- Nurses, practical . 2 -F . 441" Cuards " 7. oM 48

“. . Finishers,” lcxh!e ST "".440 - Winders;’ narpcrs rcelcrs M;f._'v 428 ¢
- " Blacksmiths. .- . M 440 Cloxcmalcrs RSO ‘
O Teflors ot e 440;.'_ _Culttems, leather, - - —
'-:.Balcrs ST UM 488 Elc\1tor~londcrs :'; A N
S Weavers D0 Ly _'"438" ': Bakers i B _
s _Rubbcfs}\oc malcu' oM 438 M-lchlne opcrators. boo! and S
CBaibed i M ,430 Mg

- . Oilers, power- phnt .
‘quuor and beverage .

S workers S
. Papér-box makers:

"oy !

.,,-., zz - zﬁ - "1: Z




S Firemen, on ships® M 42400 Clovcnnkcm '

; '. Sailors

CJsmitorsT e M7 438 Lumbermen

B Sectionricn and lrachmn M4 .‘:--,Bootbhcl\s

N : Addmoml information supphcd by DiB.S.; Census Anz\lym Setﬁon LI

: o ’l B e.l = not elstwhcn.- spccircd

. -165-— : _:i‘, E

Conslruchon and Use o[ an Occupational Cla:s ﬁcalc 457‘ - - ;

Occupmon ; . Sc_x Scorc’f-l._"_ - Occup'\lnon Scx Scor,of

412
‘412
-"“4082 P e

‘ 405., e

ChssG (contmucd) R o Walkrcsscs R ;

' Ccmcnt and concr«.tc BRI Labourers. .. " .

- finishers .~ . M 424 Cooks - . e

Dressmakers and scam- - ‘Messcngers
stresses L ' 429 --‘_"‘-Shocmakers

Carders and drawmg framc oo Ushers”

tenders. 7. 428 ‘Janitors - ;

" Boxand b:LsL(.t maLus 423 . Hawkers-
Coopers : A2 - Housckecpcrs end matrons
‘421~ Hotel café and bousehold

L workers R

42006 . ewsboys s

418 . Cuides,”

CRGEE ST "‘Hotclcﬁfénnd houscho]d

_ Class7 e LT “wotkers .

CCooks o e M 418Y ' Famn labourcrs '

=

~ Hamess avhd s1ddle T
- makers’ ‘
. Nuns

- " z: i 3

: Lnundrcsscs clc\ucrs, and S ‘_'.‘Chnrwoxlcrs and cleﬁners
' dycrs S ‘F 414 Fishermen O

" Charwotkers and elcaners M.~ '411.3' _+ . Fish canners, curcrsnnd
"Papcr-box. g and «.nvclopc__; ... -packers -

Cmakers ot U M --:-41 4. . Fish c\nncrs,curcrsand

oo Sawyers. - U MU 4Lg e pacl.crs e
'f‘ilongshorcmcn s M : ‘41.2 : . Hunters nnd trappcrs -

o *i: f=f'_=-'"-’ 2-:?2? = .=‘=’=_.f iz "’z ==~3= W
8E

A' Cnnpda. Dominfon l\urnu b‘ Stati;llcs. C(‘mut of Camda. 1951 V Tnblo Sl lnd XV ch!o ll N " .
+{Ottawa 1953); Canav.h. Dept. of - Intemat Revcnuc, Taxation Smuﬂc:, 1931 (Otlawn, 1958) s

. | 'lhe mcm of the aeom = 50, the mndmd du-huon = 10 (calculatcd scpuntely (or eacb !cx)
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